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RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


TUESDAY, MAY 14, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:15 a. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis, presiding. 

Mr. Davis. 'The committee will be in order for the further discus- 
sion of what may be an omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control 
bill for 1957. 

We are delighted to have with us this morning General Itschner. 
the Chief of Army Engineers. This is the first appearance of Genera 
Itschner as the Chief of Engineers. We have had him here on many 
other occasions, and we have a very high respect for him. 

It may interest some of you to know that General Itschner is the 
youngest Chief of Engineers in how many years, General ? 

General Irscuner. Well, a good many, sir, a hundred and thirty- 
some-odd. 

Mr. Davis. In a hundred and thirty years, and we feel that the coun- 
try is extremely fortunate in having so able a man come to this office 
of high responsibility with so many years ahead of him, because it 
requires a lot of vigor. I am thinking of the moment, if you will per- 
mit me to talk for a half a minute, since this is the first time he is ap- 
pearing in this status, that he has succeeded General Sturgis. Gen- 
eral Sturgis was a very valued Chief. His health failed him and he 
was not permitted for that reason to complete his full tour of duty. 

I should like for the record to show, and I should like for Mrs. 
Beiter, our chief clerk, to write General Sturgis in Washington, if 
there is no objection, to express our good wishes to him at this time. 
We will help you with the language if you think we can be helpful, 
and say to him that we do hope he will have many, many happy days 
ahead. 

We are reminded also that since we met in this fashion Gen. Lew 
Pick has passed on to his reward. General Pick was a very distin- 
guished Chief of Engineers and came to us when we were facing many 
controversial matters. He was a very capable and energetic man. 
It has been my own pleasure to know personally a great many of these 
men who have served in this high office before. The first one I knew 
was Gen. Lytle Brown from my State of Tennessee. He was a fine 
engineer. General Markham was also a splendid engineer. Then, of 
course, there was General Reybold. He served in this Member’s dis- 
trict, by the way. Of course, there was General Wheeler, who has just 
come back from a tour of duty where he distinguished himself in di- 
recting the clearance of the Suez Canal in a very, very short time. Of 
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course, the whole world recognizes his ability and what he has so 
recently accomplished. 

So, General, it is with delight that we welcome you as the new Chief 
of Army Engineers. We are glad that you have surrounded yourself 
with very able men, who will be coming to this committee from time to 
time. Our relationship has always been so cordial based upon the 
long and historical integrity of the Corps of Engineers. We do know 
that you give us the best information and those representing you give 
us the best information when we request it. 

I repeat, we are delighted to have you and we are going to ask 
you to make a general statement in your own way about the current 
situation as it relates to our discussion and deliberation of what may 
be an omnibus bill of 1957. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. ITSCHNER, MAJOR GENERAL, CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN L. PERSON, BRIGADIER 
GENERAL, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; 
HENRY C. WEINKAUFF, CHIEF, SURVEYS BRANCH, PLANNING 
DIVISION ; CLARENCE M. CONWAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE 
OF ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS; AND 
JOSEPH F. VAN VLADRICKEN, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY 


General Irscuner. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, You 
are very kind. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure for 
me to appear before you today. I have come before your committee 
many times in the past, but this is my initial appearance as Chief of 
Engineers. I am proud of the cooperation and pleasant relations 
which have been established by my predecessors and want to assure 
you that we will continue to cooperate with you in every way in the 
future. 

I am sure many of you know Brig. Gen. John L. Person, who took 
over my previous assignment as Assistant Chief of Engineers for 
Civil Works. I would like, however, to take this opportunity to in- 
troduce him to the new members of the committee; General Person. 

I would also like to introduce three of my assistants who are here 
today, Mr. Weinkauff, Chief of the Surveys Branch; Mr. Conway, 
project engineer; and Mr. Van Vladricken, Administrative Assistant 
to the Surveys Branch. 

Mr. Davis. We have seen him. He has been with us a good many 
times. The other two are not as well known, but of course you recognize 
that we have Joe Brennan sitting in the high place this morning. We 
are indebted to you and the Corps of Engineers for the fine education 
you gave him, because he is really proving to be a very, very useful 

man to this committee. 

Mr. McGrecor. General, I am wondering if you might have some 
of your staff give us the names and telephone numbers of some of 
your men, and the type of work that comes under their jurisdiction, 
so that we s might call them if the occasion requires. 

General IrscuNer. Yes, sir. I would be very happy to do that. 
I shall furnish that information to each member of the committee. 
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Mr. Davis. Thank you. 

General Irscuner. I might say we miss the services of Mr. Brennan 
very greatly over in our office, and what is your gain is certainly our 
loss. 

The bill, S. 497, as reported by the Senate Public Works Committee, 

contains all the items and projects that were in H. R. 12080, the 
omnibus bill, which was vetoed last year, with the exception of the 
item for payment to landowners in the Lewis and Clark Irrigation 
District, North Dakota, and the St. Lucie Canal, Fla., project. Several 
projects and items were added to the bill in committee and on the 
Seeds floor; technical changes have also been made in the bill to re- 
flect the current status of reports on certain projects, and there have 
been a number of other changes. 

With your permission I would like to summarize briefly the status 
of projects contained in the 1956 omnibus bill and changes which have 
occurred since that bill was vetoed, with particular reference to 
projects on which questions were raised by the President. I will 
then present information regarding amendments and changes in S. 
497 as compared with the vetoed bill. 

In the Presidential veto message, he referred to 32 reports which 
had not been completely processed to Congress. This was one of the 
principal reasons for the veto. In addition, questions were raised con- 
cerning 8 other reports which had been submitted to Congress prior 
to the veto message, making a total of 40 reports which were ques- 
tioned by the President. 

The present status of the 32 reports referred to in the President’s 
message is given in table 1, which has been laid before you. 

Looking at table 1, at the present time 23 of these reports, including 
all of the navigation reports, have been submitted to Congress. That 
is the first category in table 1. An additional three flood-control re- 
ports are in various stages of processing and should reach Congress 
this oon They are listed as being with the Bureau of the Budget 
in table 1. 

The remaining six flood-control reports are in various categories. 
The project for the Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, La., is already au- 
thorized and no report required. 

Now, turning to the second page of that table 

Mr. Mack. Do those 23 projects have a report from the Budget as 
well as the Army Engineers? Have they been received by the Con- 
gress ? 

General Irscrner. That is correct. They are the first 23 reports 
entered in table 1. 

Mr. McGrecor. There are some reports where they have not been 
favorable to the project ? 

General IrscuNner. There are some reports on which comments have 
been made adversely by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McGrecor. Could we have a list of those projects where adverse 
comments have been made ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. You have been furnished that in- 
formation in a table and I will cover it later, if I may. 

Mr. McGrecor. Later on in your testimony ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. I will take that up. Also, you have a 
table which shows that information. 
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The item for this project in S. 497 would merely provide additional 
monetary authorization for prosecution of work Pe author- 
ized—I am talking about the Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, La., proj- 
ect. The cost allocation study for Oroville Dam, Calif., will require 
about 2 years to complete and it is recognized that no report can be 
submitted at this time. 

Mr. Davis. Pardon me 1 minute and I think we can save time. I 
have just received a copy of a letter addressed to Senator Kuchel under 
date of April 5 from the Executive Office of the President, Bureau of 
the Budget. I think we could save time if I mention this right now, 
because this Oroville project is one of considerable size as far as money 
is concerned and other considerations. 

I will read this letter from the Bureau of the Budget: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., April 5, 1957. 


Hon. THomas H. KUCHEL, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: This will confirm the telephone call which I had with staff 
members of your office yesterday concerning the Bureau of the Budget’s views on 
the authorization of the Oroville Dam as approved by the Senate on March 28, 
1957. 

As was noted on the floor of the Senate during last week’s debate on the omnibus 
bill (see p. 4095, title I, footnote 3), we believe that the amendment requiring 
Presidential approval of the Secretary of the Army’s determination as to the 
proper Federal share in the cost of constructing Oroville Dam satisfactorily meets 
the objections we previously had raised. While as a matter of good procedure 
we ordinarily would recommend that there be no authorization until this study 
has been completed, if as a matter of policy the Congress wishes to make such an 
authorization we have no objection so long as the regular executive branch 
review of the proposed study is maintained. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert BH. MERRIAM, 
Assistant Director. 


Here is my point: If the Bureau of the Budget is going to outline 
strict ground rules, I just wonder what position they put us in when 
the Chief of Engineers says that it will take 114 to 2 years to complete 
the study and then the Bureau of the Budget comes along with this 
statement, which is not positive language, as I see it: 

While as a matter of good procedure we ordinarily would recommend that there 
be no authorization until this study has been completed, if as a matter of policy 
the Congress wishes to make such an authorization, we have no objection so long 
as the regular executive branch review of the proposed study is maintained. 

There is included here quite a newspaper article from the Sacra- 
mento Bee, Sacramento, Calif., March 22, 1957, with the headline, 
Budget Officer Favors United States Aid for Water Jobs. 

Mr. Merriam made a speech out there, apparently, and went into con- 
sages length about it. That involves about $50 million in this 

ill. 

I just bring that up because we are going to have to determine how 
far these ground rules will go. 

Now, Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwrn. I would like to state that this particular project, the 
Oroville project, is the largest project ever proposed to be accomplished 
primarily by the State of California. The total cost of this project 
entails an expenditure of $114 billion, and it is before the State legis- 
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lature right now. The State legislature has already appropriated 
some funds for the preliminary work. 

The problem here is this: The State is making no effort to request 
the Federal Government to help on this project, except for flood con- 
trol. They could make requests, just as many other States have done, 
to bring in not only the flood-control feature, but reclamation and ir- 
rigation costs as well. They are not doing that, but they propose to 
bear it themselves. The problem here is that they need to know that 
the Federal Government will be willing to cover the flood-control 
share, which is a minor portion of the overall cost. 

For that reason I think that this particular project has to be given 
consideration in a rather special and unusual category, because they 
have it before them now and are proceeding on it. As long as we 
carefully restrict the authorization so that it does not go beyond the 
specific recommendation of the Corps of Engineers, that will protect 
us and at least assure them of the policy being carried out here. 

May I say, in almost every other State in the Union this project 
would have come in here with a request for hundreds of millions of 
dollars of Federal funds, because every other State in a project of this 
kind requests funds for the reclamation phase as well as the flood 
control. 

Mr. Davis. You recall that Governor Knight said they had plenty 
of money in your State because of the tidelands oil payments, and they 
had the money to go ahead. They had hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Mr. Batpwin. That comment he made simply referred to the begin- 
ning of it. They do not have enough tidelands oil revenue to make 
expenditures for the full amount, but had enough to make the initial 
payment for the preliminary work. 

Mr. Dempsey. I recall when this was up last year or the year before 
there were certain qualifications that the general made which would 
safeguard the project, he thought, so the Federal Government would 
be charged with about $50 million on the project, as Mr. Baldwin 
pointed out. I will not say that every State would do this, but I do 
say a great many States would. The request in a great many States 
would be for more than double this amount. 

I think it would be wrong for us to take out something that we have 
already approved, especially since the Bureau of the Budget has 
clarified the situation up there. 

Mr. Davis. I am just trying to bring it to the attention of the com- 
mittee so that we can define just what the Bureau of the Budget is 
driving at, you see. They were insisting so many times that we must 
have the approval of the Corps of Engineers unqualifiedly, and here 
the chief of Engineers has said that the study cannot be completed for 
a year and a half or 2 years. 

You understand I am sympathetic to it, because I went out there 
and saw it. I would say, Mr. Baldwin, instead of several hundred 
million dollars the State of California on this overall program will 
eventually spend a billion dollars. 

Mr. Batpwin. They could well do that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Because they are going to bring water over the moun- 
tains and through the mountains, and all that sort of business. You 
remember that, Mr. Scudder. 
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Mr. Soir. If we are going to make this the criterion, that is, as to 
whether the Bureau of the Budget approves the projects, why do we 
not save a lot of time and say we hereby authorize everything the 
Bureau of the Budget wants? 

Mr. McGrecor. I want to concur in the statement made by the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi. I can assure you I am going to do my best 
to find out what is in back of this recommendation. We have certain 
rules and regulations under which this committee is operating, and 
certainly Mr. Merriam and the Bureau of the Budget and all of the 
rest of them know what those rules are. 

As far as I am concerned, a letter coming in here over Mr. Mer- 
riam’s signature does not comply with the rules of this committee. I 
am definitely opposed. to it until we can get a report in an orderly 
fashion, such as all other projects find it necessary to have. 

Mr. Jonres. May I propound a question to the Chair? 

Dr. Davis. Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. As I understand it, the approval of the Bureau of the 
Budget is predicated upon some future approval of the Corps of Engi- 
neers’ projects. 

Mr. Davis. I read that language a second time. I just want it clear. 


Mr. McGrecor. May I repeat the language contained in the letter 
from Mr. Merriam. 


While as a matter of good procedure we ordinarily would recommend that there 
be no authorization until this study has been completed, if as a matter of policy 
the Congress wishes to make such an authorization we have no objection so long 
as the regular executive branch review of the proposed study is maintained. 

Mr. Demrsry. We passed the same project last year, predicated 
upon certain language that the Chief of Engineers requested. We 
put it into the bill. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, Governor, and I may say this also: We are devot- 
ing a lot of deep thought this time to the fact that we do not want to 
run up against a recommendation by the Bureau of the Budget that 
our bill be torpedoed and dynamited and vetoed. I think that is the 
reason why we are giving it extreme care at the moment. 

I do not mean to be facetious. Please do not misunderstand me. 
But I think Mr. Merriam is being awfully liberal. I said yesterday 
that I thought we would have to determine whether, as elected Repre- 
sentatives in the Congress, and as duly selected members of this com- 
mittee, we would recapture some of the responsibility that goes with 
our office. Not being facetious here, he says if Congress wants to estab- 
lish the policy, it will be all right with us. Well, we may want to 
establish a policy in some other matters before we are through here. 
It is very kind of him to let us do that. 

Mr. McGrecor. I suggest the Chair invite Mr. Merriam to appear 
before the committee. 

Mr. Dempsey. I would like to ask one question. When this com- 
mittee gets a recommendation from the Army engineers and also un- 
qualified approval from the Bureau of the Budget, how much more 
does this committee need? As far as this situation is concerned, the 
Chief of Engineers is not in doubt as to whether he is going to approve 
that when some of these details are completed. He said that last year 
when we put it in the budget. 
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Mr. Brecxer. Mr. Chairman, I believe last year we had these letters 
from the Bureau of the Budget and did not get reports. I said I be- 
lieved it was our responsibility to authorize projects in spite of a disap- 
proval by the Bureau of the Budget if we so desired and wished to 
override them. However, I think this time I am in agreement with 
you and with my ranking minority member, Mr. McGregor, that until 
we get the required reports in here I do not see how we could possibly 
approve the projects, or authorize them. 

In view of the fact that the engineers have stated they were going 
to require considerably more time to bring in the report after the sur- 
vey, in spite of the fact that California may need the water and is 
spending a lot of money, still $50 million is a lot of money for us to 
authorize. 

Mr. Demrsey. They will not spend it at this time. It is merely an 
authorization. 

Mr. Becker. If I may conclude, this will be the basis of the 
authorization. This authorizes approximately $50 million. I can 
stand corrected on it, but the authorization will approve approximately 
the expenditure of $50 million to do this job. 

I think for $50 million we certainly ought to have a proper survey 
report in order to predicate our approval or disapproval of it. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, first I want to apologize for being 
late. I had some other duties which I could not get away from. I do 
not know how much you have discussed this project, it is located in 
Mr. Engle’s district and was formerly in my district, and I know some- 
thing about the project. 

In 1950 I introduced a bill to authorize this project. The Bureau of 
Reclamation turned us down on the project and went for another one 
which lacks any flood control. This project is the last major flood 
hazard in the Central Valley project. We pointed out where this 
would develop a great amount of power and store 3 million acre-feet 
of water, we would not have to go outside the State to develop water 
for our needs. 

If this project is built, and I think it should be paid for with Cali- 
fornia money. The project will cost a billion and a half dollars. The 
Federal Government is usually charged for the flood control, which is 
customarily put into projects of this sort. When you figure the cost 
of the flood control at $40 million to $50 million as compared to the 
overall billion and a half dollars, I should think the Federal Govern- 
ment should readily accept such a proposition. 

Several members of our committee went to California in January 
1956 and saw the havoc that was wrought in the Sacramento Valley 
and realize the importance of this project. Had it been completed 
there would not have been the loss of untold millions of dollars of 
property damage and the great loss of life that occurred during the 
great 1955-56 flood. 

The State of California has authorized the Feather River project 
and have started construction of the project. All they are asking of the 
Federal Government is to participate to the extent of the cost of Flood 
Control which will run from 40 to 50 million dollars. The entire proj- 
ect will cost $114 billion. This is a worthy project in which the par- 
ticipation of the Federal Government will be low as compared to the 
overall cost. 
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Mr. Tuompson. Weare trying to pass an omnibus bill here. We are 
trying to pass one that will be acceptable to the President. I would 
like the gentleman from California to know that all of the members 
here are sympathetic to their needs. 

Mr. Davis. That is right. 

Mr. Tuompson. But at the same time, after the reasons stated by 
the President for having vetoed this bill last year, would not the in- 
clusion of an unauthorized project—a project which has not yet been 
reported on—be an added invitation to the President to veto this bill 
again, or do we have the assurance that the inclusion of such a project 
would not cause him to want to veto this bill ? 

Mr. Davis. I think this discussion has been provocative and good, 
but if I may, I want to conclude the discussion right now because we 
will have to come back in executive session. I would remind the com- 
mittee that last year we asked General Itschner to give a statement 
orally, and the general said : 

Gentlemen of the committee, this report is in the process of preparation and, 
of course, the first draft of it has not been accomplished, but I can say to you the 
Corps of Engineers will approve it. 

We had already discusssed some 23 projects, talking roughly, and 
we acted on what the General stated orally. We felt that that was 
enough approval. However, the Bureau of the Budget said, “No. 
You have to have it in writing.” 

What happened then? We lost all of those months of work which 
we put into this bill because it was vetoed. Now we are coming back 
here and the Bureau of the Budget says, “All right. Because later 
we approved the actual language of what General Itschner as Chief 
of Engineers had recommended.” 

I am going to ask you just one question and then we will pass to the 
rest of your statement, because we have gotten somewhere, but we will 
have to get further this morning. 

Would you at this moment say to the committee that the Corps of 
Engineers approves an authorization of $50 million in connection with 
the Oroville, Calif., project, as it relates to the responsibility of the 
Federal Government on flood control ? 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, we could not approve a specific 
amount of authorization because we do not know at this time what a 
proper amount would be. On the other hand, we do recognize the 
great need for the project and we know it is well justified, but the cost 
allocation we have not yet determined, and that is the principal rea- 
son for making this report. 

Mr. McFatt. Could I ask the General a question? As I understand 
what you have said, you feel that the policy of Federal participation 
in flood control here is well established and you could make a definite 
statement as to that, but not as to the amount, as to whether it would 
be $100 or $100 million. 

General Irscuner. The only question in our minds is the exact 
amount. We feel that the project is well justified. We know that. 

Mr. Dempsey. General Itschner, could I ask you a question? In- 
sofar as flood control is involved here, would you recommend, and I 
assume you would, whatever that cost might be, whether it might be 


$30 million or $60 million ? 
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General Irscuner. We would, sir, and we feel that the provisions 
of the authorizing language as contained in the bill passed by the 
Senate are adequate to protect the interests of the Federal Govern- 
ment, because it states that the amount of such contribution shall be 
determined by the Secretary of the Army in cooperation with the State 
of California. Such determination would be made only upon comple- 
tion of this report which is now underway. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. General Itschner, as I understand it then, the word- 
ing as specified in the bill now would insure that the decision that you 
make as to the specific amount would be in a favorable ratio of bene- 
fit to costs. That is the reason why you are able to make a statement 
at this time that you know when that figure is arrived at you will be 
able to make a favorable recommendation for it? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We know that the benefits for this 
project will greatly exceed the costs. 

Mr. McGrecor. Even though it takes 2 years to finish your in- 
vestigation ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. For this reason, Mr. McGregor: We 
do not know how much would be a proper contribution on the part of 
the Federal Government. We do not know how much of the cost 
should be allocated to flood control, and how much should be allocated 
to irrigation and power, and many other uses that could be made of 
that reservoir. That is the question. 

Mr. Mack. General, if this committee and the Congress passes this 
proposal as it is now being made for $50 million, would that be au- 
thority for the Appropriations Committee to proceed immediately, 
without a report from you, to appropriate $50 million to carry out 
this project? Without a report from the Army engineers? 

General Irscuner. I cannot find any place in the bill where an 
amount of $50 million is stipulated. 

Mr. Mack. It is not provided. 

General Irscuner. It does not provide for any specific amount. It 
is an indefinite amount, to be determined by the Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Mack. The Appropriations Committee then could not act 
until they received some sort of a report from the Army engineers. 

General IrscuNner. I question whether they could. I do not know 
just how they would do it. 

Mr. McGrecor. I think the law prohibits them from making an ap- 
propriation until we determine the authorization. Then it is not the 
right of the Appropriations Committee to determine whether it is right 
or wrong. That is the authorizing legislative committee’s right. We 
determine whether it should or should not be authorized. 

Certainly, if we authorize them, then they have every authority in 
the world to appropriate that money without ever calling you as a 
witness, as long as it is authorized by this committee, Is that not 
correct ? 

General Irscuner. I feel, sir, that the way the bill is prepared, that 
the Appropriations Committee could not appropriate any funds until 
the amount of the contribution was determined by the Secretary of 
the Army, which, of course, could be done upon completion of our 
report. 
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Mr. McGrecor. Then what is the use of having a legislative or 
authorizing committee? Why not let the Army go right to the Ap- 
propriations Committee ? 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yield? I believe the statement 
made last year was that it could run somewhere between $40 million 
and $60 million, there was no definite amount, a report would come 
to the committee as to how much would be authorized. 

General Irscuner. The report we are preparing would come to the 
committee. 

Mr. Scupper. And at that time the committee could recommend 
favorably or unfavorably as to the amount. 

Mr. Davis. We will have to come back to this for further discus- 
sion, but we must proceed quickly now if we are going to complete our 
agenda for today. 

Gentlemen, we will try to proceed without further interruption. 

General Irscuner. Referring again to the second page of table 
1, for two other flood-control projects, the Mississippi River main- 
stem improvement, and McKinney Bayou, Miss., detailed studies are 
now underway in connection with the comprehensive review study 
of the Mississippi River project. The first is scheduled for comple- 
tion as an interim report this summer and the second about a year 
later as part of the comprehensive report. 

Mr. Davis. You may be interested to know that yesterday we ten- 
tatively agreed to take out the $75 million included in the Senate bill 
because of the very statement you just made, which would reduce the 
monetary authorization of this bill from last year by $75 million, 
and it becomes zero, because we have enough money for 4 years, or 
maybe longer. 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. 

The last two projects in this group, Hidden and Buchanan Reser- 
voirs, Calif., were discussed in House Document 367, 81st Congress, 
a comprehensive report on the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin, and 
no further report has been authorized. 

There were eight projects on which reports were available to the 
Congress, but were questioned by the President. These eight projects 
are listed in table 2, which also has been furnished to you. The situa- 
tion regarding these projects is: Six, three of which are flood con- 
trol, were objected to on the basis of insufficient contribution to the 
cost of the project by local interests; one, a flood-control report, on the 
grounds that the Chief of Engineers had reported unfavorably; and 
the remaining project, also for flood control, was not considered to be 
in accord with the program of the President until partnership arrange- 
ments have been fully explored. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you have the total amount in dollars and cents 
on those ? 

General Irscuner. I could get those amounts for you and insert 
them in the record. 
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(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Estimated Federal cost of 40 projects referred to in veto message 














Category Number of Estimated 

projects Federal cost 

With Congress. -- Schandanatbnaxce (Fe reeset teetadn see 23 | $153, 687, 000 

With Bureau of the Budget i (hides ota eaete baadé die 3 38, 757, 000 

No report req tired _ WD ccna tis an tac la alana te gine heaea neem Ly ee o 7 

Report to be made We ihet ies cba db cb kode sd. ee La 3 125, 800, 000 

No report to be made dalle’ > hinnedeiracsacdiciaicabcagi i aie sea 2 23, 400, 000 

POON i niid cock nd. de ous axed ee 32 341, 644, 000 
Reports referred to in ve to me ssage as not a in accord with the program 

of the President. - -_- a islolt PUREE S simi leeedaelbaulieg bSalesdtil 8 254, 819, 000 

POR COE. Sho ce he Be eee : 40 | 596, 463, 000 





Mr. McGrecor. Thank you. 

General Irscuner. I would now like to discuss the comments of the 
Bureau of the Budget regarding the 40 reports in question. Table 3 
lists the reports according to reasons for the actions taken by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

This will answer your earlier question, Mr. McGregor. 

This table shows the number of reports in each c: itegory pertaining 
to both the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers and to the 
authorizing items in the bill. For example, the first comment listed in 
the table is “insufficient local cost-sharing,” and it shows that the 
Bureau of the Budget questioned 7 recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers and 13 items in the bill (including the 7 reports of the Chief 
of Engineers), for that reason. If you desire we shall be pleased to go 
over these projects individually with you at the conclusion of my 
statement. 

The bill, S. 497, includes a number of additions and changes made by 
the Senate. These are listed briefly for your convenience in table 4, 
and table 5 is a summary of the cost of authorizations in the bill as 
the net result of these additions and changes. The Senate has added 2 
navigation and 6 flood control projects, and has eliminated 1 project 
for compensation for damages in a combined flood control and navi- 
gation project, which was in ‘the vetoed bill. 

Mr. Davis. Pardon me for a moment, General. On table 4 listed 
under flood control there are six projects with a total of $29,904,000. 
I find that taking the Monroe Reservoir out, these were added in the 
other body. None of those under our rules are ready for consideration. 

Would you say so, General? In other words, No. 1 is where the 
report is with F ederal agencies. That has not come before us. No. 2 
is with the River and Harbor Board. No. 3 is with Federal agencies. 
State comments have been received. The next one is a report being 
prepared by the reporting officers. No. 5 is with the State agency, 
and No. 6 has a report being prepared by the reporting officers. 

So under our long-est: ablished rules we would not have any right to 
take those up for consideration, as I see it. 


93451—57——_2 
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General Irscuner. That is correct, sir—the committee does not yet 
have the reports on which they can act. 

Mr. Smrrn. How long have we been operating under those rules? 
I don’t recall our operating under them last year. 

Mr. Dempsey. Or any other year. 

Mr. Smirn, Or any other year that I ever heard of. 

Mr. Davis. Allright. I am letting you boys chew on it this morning. 

Mr. Smrrn. You are ruling on it. 

Mr. Davis. I have not ruled on anything. I am just bringing it 
up to you. 

Mr. Dempsry. Down in New Mexico we have a $3 million project 
in which the State of New Mexico is meeting all of the requirements 
and the Army engineers approved it, and it has been approved every 
place, and there is no objection to it any place, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. We are entirely sympathetic with that Pecos River at 
Carlsbad. That appears to me to be the nearest project to reach us. 
The River and Harbor Board meets in the next week or 10 days, does 
it not? 

General Irscuner. Next week, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. They have already met on one, which is the Socorro 
project. 

Mr. Davis. They are right next-door to us. We will have a chance 
to get that before this committee concludes its deliberations. Socorro 
is with the Bureau of the Budget and that is even closer than Pecos. 
Those two would have no trouble at all. 

I am wondering about No. 1, Monroe Reservoir, White River, Indi- 
ana, as to how long that will take to come up from the Federal agencies. 

General Irscuner. We would make a rough estimate that its pre- 
sentation to Congress will be in July. 

Mr. Davis. And Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River at Williamson, 
W. Va. Would you hazard a guess on when the report being pre- 
pared by the reporting officers would be available ? 

General Irscuner. We do not believe that the Tug Fork report 
would be submitted to Congress until sometime early in the next 
valendar year. 

Mr. Davis. And Chartiers Creek at Washington, Pa. That is still 
with the State agency. They have not given their comment. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. We would estimate that the Chartiers 
Creek report will be submitted to Congress in July. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Smith, by your statement made a moment ago that 
we have not operated this way, you brought this point up. On the 
little projects I have been personally concerned about I know have 
to wait an awfully long time for them to be finally approved by the 
River and Harbor Board and to get to us. 

You made a statement a moment ago that we have not been follow- 
ing the ground rule, when I said that these would not qualify under 
our ground rules. 

Mr. Smirn. We passed a bill, Mr. Chairman, which you protested 
vigorously against when the President vetoed it, in which we included 
some thirty-odd projects that had not met our ground rules. 

Mr. Davis. I ie not think I went so far as to say that we passed 
any projects last year in our omnibus bill which at least had not passed 
the River and Harbor Board. 
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Mr. Smiru. We put 1 or 2 in that had not even come out of the 
district office, Mr. Chairman, and you voted for them. 

Mr. Davis. What were they? I am glad to be reminded of them. 

Mr. Smiru. West Mahoning was one of them. 

Mr. Davis. We had a recommendation from the Chief of Engineers 
on that. 

Mr. Smrru. But it was not in his office. We had a verbal report 
from General Itschner. 

Mr. Davis. What is another one? 

Mr. Smiru. I will call down to the White House and ask for a list. 
There are about 30 of them. I have forgotten them. 

Mr. Davis. All right. Go ahead, General. 

General Irscuner. The other changes, which are summarized briefly 
in table 4, involve changes in amounts authorized, corrections of cer- 
tain authorizations, and a number of new legislative provisions. 

It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that a sna of projects 
not contained in S. 497, but on which the Corps of Engineers has 
transmitted favorable reports to the Congress, have been scheduled for 
consideration by the committee. Members of my staff are available 
to furnish such additional information as the committee may desire 
on these projects. 

This concludes my presentation, Mr. Chairman. I have not in- 
cluded information on the status of the civil works program which is 
customarily presented in opening statements on omnibus bills, since 
this information is fully presented in the printed committee hearings 
and in the committee reports on the 1956 omnibus bill. 

I shall be pleased to answer any questions. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, the figures submitted by General 
Itschner known as table 1, table 2, table 3, table 4, and table 5, may be 
included in this record. I am sure we will probably refer to them. 

(The tables referred to are as follows :) 


TABLE 1.—Present status of reports in group of 32 referred to in veto message on 
1956 omnibus bill as not having been officially submitted to Congress 


WITH CONGRESS (23) 


Category Remarks (transmitted) 
Bridmeners Tarhor, : Oetis esis nnd once nnientesvinninnstninliteabiad Feb. 25, 1957. 
POICSIROTO TERTOOT, BiG ceccmecceaninndditimmiciiniinadiamasadlid Jan. 28, 1957. 
Barataria: Bay, Gi. 2sicsccssincicien cnn eebinde eee Jan. 16, 1957. 
Calumet-Bag, Ul... .nisiniennisiinndenen jana aaaan Dec. 20, 1956. 
TCO NONGS,. APO) Ds cisccivitcinnnictondnndmemenmmmel Jan. 8, 1957. 
Missiosing® River lock and dam. 20...........canssuntuiJaieeenees Dec. 27, 1956. 
Sy RE | BOR tnt atihcnnncneits ncninmndiisebi atlantida Aug. 27, 1956. 
SE AWERORY FOG; WE niin cennnnssisnteullaeenn ita Sept. 13, 1956. 
PROC ID oii crn rnnenncnnnnwieinnegecineaalanen Oct. 26, 1956. 
AO: TN, SI iii dccictcccisontcntimmatiiocistincitebanilindsieaaeaaiae Dec. 27, 1956. 
Sande Lick Cecek, at. Beaowile.. Pics ciccsincicsiecontscseionmmnciaeaidianaaas Mar. 11, 1957. 
set. EAUCIS CORBL, FAR. CUE VOTRE ocr cnscclicienicdecotiomialaeadl Jan. 2, 1957. 
RN Ree RN RR ini cs sire setenv gv a dip cansf ei eptinsetecencetioniaammeadiietaiinaneannel Jan. 8, 1957. 
Boeuf and Tensas Rivers, Ark. and La__.--...---____--__-----. Do. 4 
Naugatuck River, Conn. (2 projects) (a) Hall Meadow Dam; Do. 

(b) East Branch Dam. 
Wentew TELVGR DRCEWOUGT OTOR, Bina nn cewek esa Feb. 7, 1957. 
Eattieville eservoir, Mage: 2.5 32-30 sn eee Jan. 16, 1957. 
Film River, South Dakota (unfavorable) _....-.._._____________. Jan. 22, 1957. 
Alabama River at Montgomery, Ala__.........______-_________ Jan. 10, 1957. 
ay ee Ce aca eins baci cicdncicittntintenaeseeeee tended Feb. 25, 1957. 
DURE SCOR BOE nis sims snisnicsSsnsieaiensirinaergtiaptataaiiaeacecmaaadacaeade Mar. 15, 1957. 


OP RO IN ii iia acta ice teeta eee Dec. 27, 1956. 
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TABLE 1.—Present status of reports in group of 32 referred to in veto message on 
1956 omnibus bill as not having been officially submitted to Congress—Continued 


WITH BUREAU OF THE BUDGET (3) 


Hendry County, Fla. 
Kaskaskia River, Ill. 
West Branch Mahoning River, Ohio 


NO REPORT REQUIRED (1) 
Old and Atchafalaya Rivers, La. 


REPORT TO BE MADE AT LATER DATE (3) 


ee Report on cost-allocation studies now 
being started and will take about 2 
years to complete. 

Mississippi River main stem improve- Detailed studies being made in connec- 

ment. tion with Mississippi River compre- 

hensive study are not sufficiently ad- 
vanced to permit submission of report 
at this time. 

McKinney Bayou, Miss_._.-.-.-----.. Do. 


NO REPORT TO BE MADE (2) 


Buchanan Reservoir, Calif. 
Hidden Reservoir, Calif. 


TABLE 2.—8 reports referred to in veto message on 1956 omnibus bill as not being 
in accord with the program of the President 


Report Reason not in accord 
Mississippi River at Alton, Ill. (navi- Insufficient local cost sharing. 
gation). 
Irondequoit Bay, N. Y. (navigation) _- Do. 
Port Washington Harbor, Wis. (navi- Do. 
gation). 
Des Moines River, Iowa (flood control) -— Do. 


Tombigbee River, Mass. and Ala. (flood 
control). 


Saline River, Ill. (flood control). --~ Do. 
Gilbert and Lone Rock Reservoirs, Ark. Do. 
(flood control and power). Chief of Engineers’ report unfavorable. 
Bruces Eddy Reservoir, Idaho (flood Partnership arrangements should be 
control and power). fully explored before authorization. 


TaBLeE 3—Comments of the Bureau of the Budget regarding the 40 projects 
questioned in the omnibus bill 


Number of Commented 

reports regard-| on regarding 

Comment category ing recom- authorizing 
mendation of language in 

Chief of ominbus bill 


Engineers 











| 

ne tu anesbabnécioaehnnesmasmenannira 7 13 
No economic justification...................---- Sesbeccwcetucsss bwwewe * 0 | 13 
od cc ibinpineenonepehaneetikinednda 2) 2 
Partnership arrangement should be explored__.......--- mbeudguneedsie 0 | 1 
No report available for review_...............-- ddan ckauattiaen's eee 5 | 5 
Bn eo aie icndccipincin cients iat, abalieeh da rachel aencibeinth ht en claetnsnenieibins tek dita 26 16 
il Rs bit akin cn iis phic pitieb inisakbihna nih tiebbnanehonnwe 40 40 


1 §t. Lucie Canal, Fla., eliminated from bill. Bureau of the Budget no longer objects 
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TABLE 4.—Senate amendments to S. 497, projects included in 8S. 497 that were not 
in the vetoed omnibus bill 


PROJECTS INCLUDED IN §S. 497 THAT WERE NOT IN THE VETOED OMNIBUS BILL 


| 
Project Estimated | Status 
cost 


RIVER AND HARBOR 


eg ees ee $14, 927,000 | With Congress. 
Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, Tex., La 954, 000 Do. 
Quinta Channel. 


mbit! 2s. So. err ord | 15, 881, 000 


FLOOD CONTROL 


Monroe Reservoir, White River, Ind_.............-- 4,359,000 | With Federal agencies. State com- 
trrents have been received. 
Pecos River at Carlsbad, N. Mex..............--..-- 2, 066,000 | With River and Harbor Board. 
Rio Grande at Socorro, N. Mex.-...-.-----.---.------- 3,152,000 | With Federal agencies. State com- 
ments have been received. 
Tug Fork of Big Sandy River at Williamson, W. Va 660,000 | Report being prepared by the reporting 
officers. 
Chartiers Creek at Washington, Pa_...........-.-..- 1, 286,000 | With State agency. 
Middle Gila River Basin, Ariz......-.-- piatcbnbacwn 1 2,500,000 | Report being prepared by the reporting 
officers. 
tetnnede-sseddandinnsinanotreaanseden 14, 023, 000 
UNE ORNL bhi bw ss we ssi nwnce 29, 904, 000 








1 Like amount made available to the Bureau of Reclamation. 


PROJECTS ELIMINATED IN S. 497 THAT WERE IN H. R. 12080, VETOED OMNIBUS BILL 


St. Lucie Canal, Fla., subtotal.....................- | $165,000 | Unfavorable report submitted by Chief 
— of Engineers. 
29, 739, 000 





BROS GUURE Cs ss nese neptebintas dhecnsebacusue 





ADDITIONAL CHANGES MADE IN 8. 497, OTHER THAN THE INCLUSION OF NEW PROJECTS 


Item Remarks 


Missouri River, extension of 9-foot navi- This item provides for a survey to 
gation from Sioux City to Gavins Point determine the feasibility of provid- 


Reservoir, 8. Dak. and Nebr. ing 9-foot navigation to the Gavins 
Point Dam. 
Berataret Way, 34.3 Estimated cost reduced by $53,000. 


This amount is the cost of aids to 
navigation. 

St. Anthony’s Falls, Minn__..._________ Estimated cost of $19,893,000 elimi- 
nated from bill. This amount is 
part of the authorized cost of the 
project. The modification in the bill 
provides only for reduction in clear- 
ance of 1 bridge. 

Port Washington Harbor, Wis___-_.___- Estimated cost of project reduced by 
$4,000. This reduces the estimated 
cost to that recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers. 

Port Austin Harbor, Mich__-___________ The language included in the omnibus 
bill on the Senate floor authorizes 
the modification of the existing proj- 
ect to provide for dredging an addi- 
tional 13.4 acres in the anchorage 
basin. This will result in a total 
dredged area of 27 acres. The addi- 
tional dredging which would be au- 
thorized by the amendment is esti- 
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ADDITIONAL CHANGES MADE IN 8, 497, OTHER THAN THE INCLUSION OF NEW 
PROJECTS—continued 


Item—Continued Remarks—Continued 
mate to cost about $164,000. The 
project as authorized by Congress, 
contemplated the construction of 
two breakwaters. However, the 
Chief of Engineers subsequently 
modified the project in accordance 
with his discretionary authority to 
provide for elimination of the east 
breakwater, and in lieu thereof to 
extend the west breakwater. If the 
reduction in cost achieved by the 
breakwater modification and the ad- 
ditional dredging provided by the 
amendment are both taken into ac- 
account, there is no net increase in 
cost of the project. 
Connecticut River Basin, change in mone- The amount of monetary authoriza- 
tary authorization. tion for the Connecticut River Basin 
is increased to $24 million, an In- 
crease of $5 million. This additional 
authorization will cover the cost of 
construction of the Littleville Dam. 
Mad River Dam, Hall Meadow Brook It is understood that the change in 
Dam, and East Branch Dam, Conn. language regarding the acquisition 
of lands was made to allow local in- 
terests to acquire the necessary land 
if they are in a position to do so. 
the language in H. R, 12080 and S. 
497 as introduced, would have pre- 
cluded this action. 
Mississippi River main stem channel im- The monetary authorization for this 


provement. project has been reduced from $219 
million to $75 million. 
Millwood Reservoir, Ark...........__-- The priority of construction provision 


has been stricken from the bill. The 
priority of construction would now 
be in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in his report on this project. 

Water supply and low flow provisions___._ Sec. 205 and sec. 206 of the vetoed bill 

have been combined into one section 
in S. 497 as amended. Also, in addi- 
tion to the Corps of Engineers, the 
Bureau of Reclamation is granted 
authority to carry out the provisions 
of this section. In addition, a provi- 
sion has been added stating that the 
provisions of sec. 205 shall not modi- 
fy the provisions of sec. 1 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. 

Streams in Brevard County, Fla., survey The words “and the area of Turnbull 

item. Hammock in Volusia County” have 
been added in the Senate version of 
the bill to more closely define the 
area involved. 

Missouri River Basin, 8. Dak., with refer- This survey item would permit a study 
ence to utilization of flood waters stored to determine the utilization of flood- 
in authorized reservoirs for purposes waters in accordance with the provi- 
of municipal and industrial use and _ sions in sec. 205. 
maintenance of natural lake levels. 
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ADDITIONAL CHANGES MADE IN 8. 497, OTHER THAN THE INCLUSION OF NEW 
PROJECTS—continued 


Item—Continued Remarks—Continued 
Sec. 208: Missouri River Basin Authori- Technical language change. 
zation, Bureau of Reclamation. 


West Branch of the Mahoning River, Do. 
Ohio. 

Sandy Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa__-- Do. 

BO COT IO cicketitt dll diaidcinipeotnieiinm Do. 


All streams flowing into Lake St. Clair Flood control survey item. 
and Detroit River in Oakland, Macomb, 
and Wayne Counties, Mich. 

Sec. 210: Benbrook and Belton Reservoir, Reconveyance of reservoir lands to 
Tex. (real estate). former owners. 

TR DOMGERIA. TEV OR Bll ci cmnmicindndicieous This item contained in the vetoed bill 
provided only for the construction 
of Shelbyville Reservoir. The re- 
port of the Chief of Engineers on 
this project provides for the con- 
struction, in addition to Shelbyville 
Reservoir, of a number of levees 
which are necessary to permit the 
most beneficial operation of the 
project. The modified language 
would permit the construction of the 
project as recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers. 

Lewis and Clark Irrigation District____- This provision has been stricken from 
the bill since it has previously been 
enacted by the Congress and is not 


necessary. 
Sewer facilities re Oahe and Fort Randall Qualifying language. Also increases 
Dams. cost of St. Joseph Indian School 


sewer facilities from $35,000 to 
$42,000. Also added $5,000 for re- 
moval expenses for Chamberlain 
Water Co. Funds may be taken 
from construction appropriations for 
the Fort Randall Dam as well as 
Oahe Dam. 

Kaweah and Tule River Basins________ The language in the bill will permit 
the completion of these projects 
without further monetary authori- 
zations. The amount of $28 million 
additional authorization, at the time 
it was included in the vetoed omni- 
bus bill was sufficient to provide for 
appropriations to complete the au- 
thorized plan. A _ subsequent in- 
crease in estimated costs of the 
projects extending the total cost 
somewhat above the $28 million. 

Columbia River Basin comprehensive Qualifying language re flood control 

survey. goals. 

Bruces Eddy Reservoir, Idaho__________ Project authorization amended to pro- 
vide that no funds be appropriated 
until studies on fish and wildlife are 
completed and transmitted to Con- 
gress. 

Orevitie. Daw Cent... ck Project amended to provide that report 
on cost allocation study be approved 
by the President. Also changes time 
for commencing of construction from 
2 years to 4 years. 
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Taste 5.—River and harbor and flood control omnibus bill—Comparison of 
authorizations _ R. 12080 as vetoed and 8S. ae? as oe = and ey 























H. R. 12080 8. 497 (as reported by 
SPWC) 
Item alt cee a 
Number Amount Number Amount 
tienen sansitadisiahiidneniabiacd 38 | $121, 964, 000 39 $105, 317, 000 
NG intl ic tiencoekiigcurntebanpshinne’ 8 5, 290, 000 8 | 5, 290, 000 
Ein. chebesscestcccstuscebibose i diehbl&e 42 | 350, 172,000 46 | 404, 381, 000 
RET BEL oncce ence cesose Gentine eabahenee 6 286, 966, 000 6 143, 266, 000 
it cacicctmtinbmnneenmuinen 14 653, 300, 000 15 660, 800, 000 
re tr I nn ce cnenccccccecnnsese 1 | 200,000, 000 2 202, 500, 000 
a | 109 |1, 617, 692, 000 116 11, 521, 554, 000 
i cee sic antiainseilien 1 | 250,000, 000 ee i 
Added on Senate floor to 
8. 497 
Number Amount 
ee ncn anton cenedsebeseis Cenk xacchinies Non tice wockma 1 $14, 927, 000 
IN daices< ic evaidece bcuucackeuall ‘ ated Selita whines 1 4, 359, 000 
iii iittiine<wekahinwencerwigeretee* soatinied ' 2 19, 236, 000 
a ee __..... 110 |1, 667, 692,000} 118 | 1, 540, 840, 000 
a Be ei cleSbnadens el ---| tied n cake Aeddaknk 126, 852, 000 
| | 1 











1 Includes $50,000,000 estimated Federal contribution for construction of Oroville Dam, California. 
? Estimated Federal contribution to Oroville Dam not included in original total cost of H. R. 12080, 
Bureau of the Budget subsequently indicated $50,000,000 would be the Federal share estimated at this time. 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. General Itschner, let me direct your attention to the 
section on the river basins commencing on page 34 of the bill, going 
through to page 38, line 2. Is this not “the first time that the commit- 
tee overruled the Corps of Engineers in fixing the price of property 
to be taken and disregarded the normal procedures of eminent domain 
in the evaluation of property established by this coramittee ? 

General Irscuner. I know of no other case where legislation has 
been enacted which prescribes a price for property. 

Mr. Jones. And the Corps of Engineers opposed this section in 
their testimony before the committee last year ? 

General Irscuner. We did oppose this portion of the legislation, 
sir. 

Mr. Jones. And, as a matter of fact, on line 14, page 35, where it 
has $1,200,000, the Corps of Engineers rec ommended six-hundred- 
and-twenty- -thousand-odd dollars. Is that correct ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct—between $600,000 and $700,- 
000—and that is the amount of the appraised value of the property, 
as we saw it. 

Mr. Jones. Do you think it is a wise policy for the Congress to 
undertake to establish values for property to be acquired by the Corps 
of Engineers in the construction of flood control and navigation and 
other types of projects under which you are permitted by the law to 
exercise your judgment ? 

General Irscuner. We feel it is unwise for Congress to legislate on 
the price of property because a property owner is adequately pro- 
tected, since he can go to court in the condemnation procedure and 
receive just compensation. 
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Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield for a question ? 

Did I understand you to say there was $626,000 ? 

Mr. Jones. $686,000. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is what I thought it should be. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. General Itschner, let me direct your attention to the 
language contained in the bill on page 34, line 22, in which it pro- 
vides that the hydro power shall be made available for use in the 
State in which the dam was constructed. Do you know of any other 
legislation in which there is language attached to the authorization 
of a project limiting its power for the use of the people of the State 
where the dam is to be constructed ? 

General Irscuner. I know of no legislation which restricts the use 
of power to the State in which it is generated. 

Mr. Jones. Since Federal money is being invested in that property, 
has it not always been the policy of the Congress that the power pro- 
duced should belong to the people of the U nited States and not to the 
people of a separate State, and that it should be equally available to 
all the people within transmission distance of the area where the 
project is constructed ? 

General Itscuner. That is my understanding of the policy of 
Congress. 

Mr. Jonzs. Do you think it is advisable for us to terminate the policy 
which we have had here before and venture on a new proposal, where- 
by all of the hydro power generated by these structures can only be 
used in the State where the cam is situated ? 

General Irscuner. I think, as a general policy, that such a change 
in policy by Congress would be unwise. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, sir. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Batpwin. General Itschner, I have received, and many of us 
have, I suppose, a great volume of correspondence from conservation 
groups and w ildlife groups in opposition to any authorization at this 
time of the Bruces Eddy Dam on the ground that there are studies 
still in process on the question of the adverse effects the dam may have 
on fish life, and also the question of an elk herd. I notice there has 
been a question in your summary here. 

What is the position as of now of the Corps of Engineers on that 
particular project ? 

General Irscuner. We feel that the Bruces Eddy project is one 
which is vital to the successful completion of the entire Columbia River 
development. It is a very important project from the standpoint of 
both flood control and power. We recognize that the area in which it 
is located is one in which there are fish and wildlife values. We do not 
know exactly the extent of the effect of this project upon fish and wild- 
life. A study i is being made by the Idaho Fish and Game Department 
at this time in cooperation with the Federal Fish and Wildlife Service, 
to determine just what effect this project will have upon fish and 
wildlife. 

[ have a preliminary report which indicates that the effect upon 
the elk herds, which is the serious impact on the fish and wildlife in 
that area, appears to be very, very slight. Recent surveys have indi- 
cated a very small portion of the entire herd was found in the res- 
ervoir area, or what would be the reservoir area, upon completion of 
the project. Its effect on fish is another matter on which we do not 
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have very much information. We know its impact cannot be too 
great because we have a count of how many salmon have gone up the 
Clearwater River. It has averaged something like only 24 a year, or 
in that range, between 20 and 35 a year. 

Mr. Batpwin. You mean between 20 and 35 salmon a year? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; individual salmon a year. But on the 
other hand, there is a good run of steelhead trout up the Clearwater 
which approximates 9,000 a year. How many of those go up this par- 
ticular ork of the Clearwater we do not know, but that is what we 
are trying to find out. 

Furthermore, there may be some impact on nonmigrating fish, such 
as trout, which live in the river itself, and do not go down to the sea. 
So I think we cannot state at this time just exactly what the impact will 
be on fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Batpwtn. As I understand it, this study of the impact on fish 
and wildlife is still in process and has not been completed ! 

General Irscuner. So far as I know it has not been completed. 

Mr. Batpwin. Has the Corps of Engineers, despite the fact that 
the study has not been completed, submitted a formal recommenda- 
tion on this project to us now ? 

General Irscuner. Yes; we have. We have recommended the 
project, recognizing that it will have some impact on fish and wild- 
life in the area. We feel, however, that the remedial measures that 
might be taken to establish fish hatcheries, and so on, would more than 
compensate for any damage that the project would do to fish and wild- 
life. I am speaking of damage to fish only in that case, I should say. 

Mr. McGrecor. Have the Army engineers made a recommendation 
on the Missouri River Basin project that Congressman Jones just dis- 
cussed a few minutes ago, on page 34, starting with line 17 ? 

Mr. Davis. They approved it overall. 

General Irscuner. The overall Missouri Basin project was author- 
ized a number of years ago. 

Mr. McGrecor. But you have approved it ? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. And you are taking exception now to the language, 
which is seemingly new language there ? 

General Irscuner. We did take exception to new language which 
would specify an amount for the procurement of real estate necessi- 
tated by the construction of the project. 

Mr. McGrecor. In reading it I may interpret it wrong, but I would 
like to read page 34, line 25: 

* * * an equitable proportion of such power as may be determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior, or such portions thereof as may be required from time 
to time to meet loads under contract made within this reservation, shall be 
made available for use in the State where such dam is constructed. 

I think it refers back to “an equitable proportion.” It does not mean 
that all of it is going into the State, but it is an equitable proportion. 
I may be interpreting it wrong. 

_ Mr. Jones. I would like to say that the Federal Power Act specif- 
ically provides how the distribution will be made. 

Mr. McGrecor. I listened to the colloquy between the gentleman 
from Alabama and the general, and I thought you were referring to all 
of it, but as I interpret it, it only refers to an equitable proportion. 
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General Irscuner. There is no question, sir, that the law does state 
that only an equitable proportion as determined by the Secretary of 
Interior will be made evailable in the State in which it is generated. 

Mr. McGrecor. But it does not mean that it is mandatory for all 
of it to be made available to the State. 

General IrscuNner. We would object to any language which would 

rovide that all of it be sold within the State in which it is generated. 

e have no objection to a determination by the Secretary of the In- 
terior as to what portion should be sold within the State. 

Mr. McoGrecor. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. General, going back to Bruces Eddy, one of the reasons 
for the veto of the bill was that the President thought a partnership 
arrangement should be explored at Bruces Eddy. Have there been 
any applications made to the Federal Power Commission by any 
private power companies for the building of the power facilities at 
Bruces Eddy ? 

General Irscuner. I know that there has been an application for 
a preliminary permit for the Bruces Eddy project to be constructed 
with private capital, and I believe there is in existence today, issued by 
the Federal Power Commission, a preliminary permit for the construc- 
tion of a project at the Bruces.Eddy site. 

Mr. Mack. If that application were handled in the normal pro- 
cedure it would be a matter of quite a few years before construction 
under a partnership arrangement could be accomplished, would it not? 

General IrscHner. It would take some time, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Is this a very important flood control project as related 
to the Columbia River? 

General Irscuner. We feel that this project is needed extremely 
badly in the Columbia Basin. There is no control whatsoever for flood 
control purposes on the Clearwater River. The Clearwater is a major 
contributor to the floods on the Columbia River. 

Mr. Mack. I talked yesterday, to Senator Dworshak, who is very 
much interested in this project. He told me that the Senate committee 
was unanimously in favor of this project, with the exception of one 
Senator who opposed it because of the fish and wildlife angle. There 
is provision in this bill, is there not, that no construction money will 
be appropriated until a survey has been made of the fish and wildlife 
angle of the project? 

General Itscuner. That is correct, and that is the survey which is 
now under way. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. On the matter of the Bruces Eddy Dam and Res- 
ervoir, I note it also has a navigation purpose. 

General Irscuner. That is right. 

Mr. Epmonpson. How substantial is the navigation feature of this 
from the standpoint of traffic predictions on that river? 

General Irscuner. It is quite important in this way: There will 
be no navigation to speak of in the reservoir itself, but this project 
will store water for release during the low-water periods of the year, 
and it will contribute to the navigation project which has been author- 
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ized from Portland, Oreg., to Lewiston, Idaho. So it will be effective 
in the reach from Lewiston on down to the sea. 

Ice Harbor Dam is being constructed right now for navigation pur- 
poses, as well as power, in the reach of the Snake River which will be 
served by the Bruces Eddy Dam. 

Mr. Epmonpson. May I ask you, General, if you know of any in- 
stances where a privately constructed power dam is operated to serve 
this same type of purpose, that is, for navigation ? 

General Irscuner. I do not know of any privately constructed dam 
that is operated in the interest of navigation. There may be some. 
There are certainly a good many that are operated in the interest of 
flood control at the expense of the power company. 

Mr. Epmonpson. But it would be a rather novel feature for a pri- 
vately constructed and operated dam to be operated in a way so as to 
facilitate and make possible navigation of the streams below the 
dam, would it not ? 

General Irscuner. I am sure it would be unusual, although it could 
be done by the terms of the license, of course, just as flood control is 
considered in issuing a license. 

Mr. Mack. But how much would that project cost to complete it? 

General Irscuner. Bruces Eddy? 

Mr. Mack. Yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. Could I check that? $122,650,000. 

Mr. Davis. General Itschner will be available for further questions 
from time to time. Mr. Wright, will you ask your question now and 
then we will pass on to the other matters on our agenda. We want to 
get one other matter in. 

Mr. Wricur. Thank you. General Itschner, I would like to invite 
your attention to page 46 of the bill, section 205, beginning at the bot- 
tom of that page and extending over to the middle of page 49. Sec- 
tion 205 is a declaration of policy with respect to the inclusion of 
storage facilities 

Mr. Davis. Parden me. That is going to call for a prolonged dis- 
cussion. Would you mind delaying that ? 

Mr. Wricur. I would be happy to accede to the wishes of the 
Chair. 

Mr. Davis. Because if we take that up now it will consume the rest 
of the time this morning. 

Mr. Wricurt. It was simply my intention to ask if that language was 
satisfactory to the Corps of Engineers, and he would say yes. 

Mr. Davis. Well, ask that question. 

Mr. Wrieut. Is the language contained in that section in general 
satisfactory to the Corps of Engineers, if you can give a quick answer ? 

General Irscuner. I am afraid the answer will take a considerable 
length of time. It is not entirely satisfactory. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you so much, General. 

Our colleague, John Beamer, of Indiana, it was disclosed on yester- 
day, had suffered a heart attack. We have a project in his district 
here which we will take up next. If you will turn to page 38, line 19, 
of the bill you will find it. The project is the upper Wabash River, 
and tributaries, Indiana. It says: 





* * * it is hereby authorized substantially in accordance with the recommen- 
dations of the Chief of Engineers in House Document No. 435, 84th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $45,500,000. 
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Our committee last year included this project. It had the approval 
of the Corps of Engineers and had the approval of the Corps of Engi- 
neers and had the approval of the Bureau of the Budget. It is my 
understanding that Mr. Beamer favors the project. However, at his 
great insistence we promised to hear briefly Mr. Ivan Funderburg, 
of Huntington, Ind. He may be opposed to it. I do not know. 

Mr. Funderburg, will you come around please. We are discouraging 
anybody from appearing now before the committee, but under these 
circumstances we just could not deny Mr. Beamer this opportunity. 
Sit down and give your full name and official connection and title—if 
you have one—to the reporter, and proceed. 


STATEMENT OF IVAN FUNDERBURG, REPRESENTING THE SOURCE 
WATER CONTROL ASSOCIATION, HUNTINGTON, IND. 


Mr. Funversure. My name is Ivan Funderburg and I represent the 
Source Water Control Association. Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee, I wish to thank you for this opportunity to be heard. 
I brought some maps along but I see this map here explains the prob- 
lem very accurately and I will not need my maps. 

There are some changes I might mention. For instance, the project 
this year is set at over $3 million higher than it was a year ago—a little 
more than $3 million. Another thing indefinite about the map is that 
according to Robert Kelland’s Flood Control and Water Resources 
Commission of Indiana, and the representative of the Army engineers 
we talked to, and other information we received, the reservoirs are sup- 
posed to cover 44,000 acres. According to the Army engineers maps 
it says 29,000 acres, so we ourselves do not know which figure to take; 
or either figure for that matter. 

To save time I will not mention the Army engineer’s plan. That is it 
fairly accurately. But I would like to take time to mention some 
things we have discovered in connection with this plan. First I would 
like to mention that the Army engineers worked in semisecrecy on this 
project. There was not a one of us, and we live in the upper valley, 
that knew we were in danger of losing our homes and farms in all of 
these 10 years that the engineers worked on the project. 

Mr. Davis. You come now in opposition to the project ? 

Mr. Funpersure. Yes, sir. And none of us had any idea we would 
luse our homes and farms. In our valley the report went around there 
would be a 40-foot dam put in that would flood our bottom fields just 
in floodtime and the Government would pay us for our crops. We 
were not worried about that at all in any way. But 2 years ago they 
announced plans for a 90-foot dam on the upper Wabash. 

One of the members of our organization lives down in the Missis- 
sippi Valley. They told him, he said, that there would be 3 low 
dams put in in that valley, and now they come in with plans for a 
137-foot dam to flood the whole valley. 

We were stunned by that announcement of the 90-foot and 137-foot 
dams, but did not know much what to do about it. We thought it 
was the will of the people and that was the way it had to be and there 
was no other way at all. 

Then the next winter the Water Resources and Flood Control Com- 
mission of Indiana visited Huntington and they called the business- 
men of Huntington together, but did not call any valley resident or 
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farmer to the meeting, and attempted to sell the businessmen of Hunt- 
ington on the idea of the reservoir. Whether they succeeded or not, 
I do not know, but one statement that they made to the people of 
Huntington was that Mr. Reston, a member of the commission, sug- 
gested that the Huntington community support the project as sug- 
gested by the Army engineers because of the likelihood a permanent 
pool from which the city could obtain water could be built at the reser- 
voir later. 

That meant they approved of the bill going through Congress any 
way and then having it changed. ‘There is no plan for having a per- 
manent pool, because it only handled 4 inches of runoff rainfall with- 
out the pool. The other two are supposed to have the permanent pool 
in them. 

There is no need to mention something so obvious that the Army 
engineers themselves admit the dams last on the average of 50 years, 
before they are ruined by siltation. That seems to be a long time 
when measured by one person’s lifetime, but in comparison with the 
future of our country it seems more like the twinkling of an eye. 

The cost allocation of this project is supposed to be 99 percent for 
the Federal Government and 1 percent for the State. If the entire 
cost of the project instead of $4514 million would get closer to $100 
million before it is over I understand the State’s share of 1 percent will 
not raise. Which means the cities of Logansport and others will re- 
ceive this benefit, if any, free of charge. 

I have mentioned something about the underestimated cost and I 
would like to say something about the overestimated benefits. An 
old gentleman in our organization who used to live at Somerset in the 
Mississinewa Reservoir back at the time of one flood, the 1943 one, 
the largest I have ever seen had a shop in Wabash and he has written 
out this statement and signed it in front of a notary public. This is 
signed and notarized by Mr. Lindsey. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


REPORT TO THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL 
Ivan Funderburg, Source Water Association, Inc. 


We are sincerely in favor of flood control but we oppose the Army engineers 
plan for the upper Wabash for the following reasons: 

The Army’s plan would destroy 44,000 acres and would be rendered useless in 
50 years by siltation. 

The estimate, which has risen $3 million in the last year, calls for the Federal 
Government to pay 99 percent of the cost with the State of Indiana paying 1 
percent. Wabash, Peru, and Logansport will receive this benefit as a gift. 

By the Army engineers own figures 56 miles of the lower Wabash will be pro- 
tected while the 3 reservoirs laid end to end would reach 79 miles. 

These reservoirs will be taken out of the heart of Indiana’s Corn Belt and 
contain some of the best land in the State. 

Five downstream cities are polluting the lower Wabash. They are Wabash, 
Logansport, West Lafayette, Terre Haute, and Vincennes. Logansport lost a 
General Motors plant last year partially for that reason. The Army engineers 
admit their big dams aid in pollution abatement and section 205 of the present 
bill will allow this service with disregard for flood control. Any reservoir, 
large or small, must drain itself nearly dry at the termination of each flood 
and be ready to receive the next one at any time. 

Congress has authorized $914 million to build protective levees for Wabash, 
Peru, and Logansport. The Army engineers suggest that this be abrogated in 
favor of upstream reservoirs. The only conclusion that can be drawn from this is 
that these downstream cities are not interested in flood protection. 
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Carlos Life of Peru, a member of the Indiana Water Resources Commission, 
has made the public statement the benefits from recreation will figure more 
highly than flood control. This is in spite of the fact that northern Indiana has 
at least a hundred natural lakes. 

We are completely in favor of flood prevention by the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice and have been reliably informed that they can handle our project. Instead 
of building a large dam across each river and destroying the valley they would 
build a series of small dams in the side ravines and coupled with correct farming 
practices would improve our valleys and give flood prevention for the downstream 
residents. 

Many of these side ravines drain 500 to 2,000 acres and contain no buildings 
or fields, only pasture, timber, and underbrush. Dams in these ravines would 
back floodwater over 40 or 50 acres and cause no destruction. The farmer 
donates the easement and maintains the structures free of charge. 

We welcome the work of the SCS because their method of flood control is more 
economical and less destructive and benefits everyone. 

onclosed is a clipping from the Wabash Plain Dealer. This column appeared on 
the front page of Wabash’s leading newspaper a few days after the crest of the 
worst flood in 7 years went through town. We agree completely with this 
columnist. 

I thank the committee for this opportunity to present our case. 


CLIPBORED 
(By Jerry Durnbaugh) 


Two years ago I was among those who thought the proposed flood-control pro- 
gram for the upper Wabash wus the berries. 

Today, I’m not so sure it isn’t for the birds. 

Last week’s flood reemphasized the fact that something must be done to stop 
these damaging inundations. The Army Corps of Engineers estimated the 
Wabash will suffer a major flood every 7 years. (It was exactly 7 years since 
the last flood of major proportions, 1950). 

But whether or not three gigantic earth dams along the upper Wabash and its 
tributaries is the best answer is another thing. 

The purpose of the proposed dam is twofold—to control floods, and as a con- 
servation measure. For the former, the dams probably would serve admirably. 
But their benefits from a soil and water conservation standpoint, are negligible. 

Seventy-five years ago, the average topsoil depth in Indiana was 16 to 18 inches. 
Today, the average depth is G6 to 8 inches. Those other 10 inches have washed 
away and may be found in the vicinity of New Orleans and suburbs. 

Under the very best conditions, it takes a minimum of 100 years for nature to 
produce an inch of topsoil. Better soils require longer to build, from 3 to 5 cen- 
turies per inch. 

Indiana has washed nearly 5,000 years of nature’s work down its rivers. At 
this rate, Indiana farmers (except some of those along the river bottoms) will 
be without topsoil in another half-century. 

The three dams—Mississinewa, Salamonie and Huntington—will not help to 
keep that soil on the lands. Hundreds of square miles of farmland will continue 
to lose their most valuable commodity—one that can’t be replaced for centuries. 

That's why I wonder if the “big dam” system is the best. Taxpayers, in these 
days of excessive taxation would do well to closely examine each Government 
project to see: 1, if it is necessary ; 2, if it will do the job; and 3, if it is the best 
method. 

A series of small, step dams on the creeks, small streams and large ditches, if 
coupled with correct conservation procedures, accomplish the same purpose as 
the three large dams—and do the job better with less inconvenience to many 
people. 

If farmers would cooperate by utilizing the best in conservation practices— 
such as contour plowing and strip cropping, substituting hedgerows for metal 
fences, selective cutting of timber instead of denuding woods to free more land for 
erosion, making sod waterways and farm ponds, planting grasses to hold steep 
hillsides and stream banks—the problem would be solved. 

The corps of engineers, understandably, does not favor the small dam system. 
Small dams are definitely not impressive. 

And some of them would be barely large enough to hold the plaque inscribed 
“Erected by the Army Corps of Engineers.” 
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I’m not opposed to the three big dams as a flood control measure for the flood 
problem is an acute one, but I feel it is not the best solution nor one that will 
aid materially in keeping our topsoil and water where they belong—on the farms. 

Forty-three million dollars is a lot of cash to throw down the river for some- 
thing that does only half the job. 


I wish to relate the following incident in an effort to prove that flood damages 
are grossly exaggerated, and that every phase of this mammoth dam project 
should be thoroughly investigated before it is put in operation. 

1 swear the following is true and, if necessary, I would be willing to sign it 
under oath before a notary public— 

When I was operating a repair and welding shop on South Wabash Street, 
in Wabash, Ind., in the late 1930’s or early 1940’s (I am not sure of the exact 
date), heavy rains caused the Wabash River to overflow its banks. 

An investigator or inspector, appointed by authorities, was sent to check the 
water damage in the area. [This inspector is now deceased.] Due to a small 
crack in my basement wall, water trickled into my basement but after the water 
receded, the water in my basement also seeped away and I had nodamage. How- 
ever, this inspector insisted on listing my damage at $50. I kept telling him 
I had no damage whatsoever so he finally listed my damage at $10. 

This is only a small example but it illustrates how flood damages can be, and 
are, greatly exaggerated. 

(Signed) Earl J. Lindsey, 
Baru J. LINDSEY, 
Somerset, Ind. 

Dated, April 19, 1957. 

Witnessed this 19th day of April 1957. 

[Seal] GENE M. Situ, Notary Public. 

My commission expires February 6, 1959. 

Mr. Funpersure. A representative of the Army engineers came to 
Bluffton a month or so ago and came to a meeting and gave us some 
information. We had already discovered several years ago ‘he Con- 
gress authorized but did not appropriate money for a $914 million wa- 
ter project to protect Logansport from any flood damage. In all that 
time nobody has pushed for the appropriation. I do not know how 
many years that is. That can only lead us to believe that the towns of 
Logansport and Wabash are not really interested in flood protec’ ion. 

So, we decided there must be some other purpose behind the dams. 
By the way, the Army engineer who visited Bluffton told us that the 
Army engineers who first met at these 3 downstream cities and asked 
them whether they preferred levees or upstream reservoirs got the 
answer that these 3 cities refused the levees and said they wanted up- 
stream reservoirs erected. 

The representative of the Army engineers said some cities are not 
willing to donate the right of way for the protective levees or to main- 
tain them after they are built. 

General Sturgis, Chief of Engineers of the United States Army 
made a statement on this and goes on to describe the three ups‘ream 
reservoirs. 

Mr. Davis. How much more time do you require, Mr. Funderburg? 

Mr. Funpersure. Not too much more. This led us to believe that 
the three downstream cities were not so much interested in flood pro- 
tection as in some other purpose. So we got to inquire around and we 
found that five large downstream cities are polluting the Wabash 
River with raw, untreated sewage. They are Wabash, Logansport, 
West Lafayette, Terre Haute and Vincennes. They are polluting the 
Wabash River and do not have sewage disposal systems. We have 
found that upstream reservoirs if they are filled in the spring and 
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their water is held over to late summer and then released to increase 
the late flow, are supposed to flush away the raw untreated sewage. 

We saw an Army engineers display out at Lincoln, Nebr., last sum- 
mer where sanitation below the cities was one of their strong points. 

I would like to mention also a little about the Miami River associa- 
tion in Ohio which is organized as a separate association. When they 
want any improvement down on the tributaries they have to pay 
money out of their own pocket. Now they want a reservoir upstream 
on the Miami River at Stillwater Reservoir to hold water back to flush 
out raw sewage on the Miami downstream and are willing to pay $13 
million out of their own pockets for this reservoir, while here three 
cities have this service rendered to them free of charge. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield? He mentioned the State 
of Ohio. We do not have an organization of State legislature. 

Mr. Funversure. No, not by State legislature. I understand it isa 
private organization at Miami. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is true, but Miami Conservation District is 
authorized by State law. 

Mr. Funpersorc. I was merely attempting to show the comparison 
between the reservoir proposed for that city and ours. 

Mr. Davis. I want to make an observation. I rather favored Mr. 
Beamer and said that we should not reopen this matter. Sometimes 
when you reopen a matter you hazard it like the fellow who kept on 
talking about the article after the customer agreed to buy it. This 
project was added in the Senate last year ani I just looked at our 
statement in the report. The local cooperation on the $45,463,000 

sroject—and this had the approval of the Corps of Engineers and the 

ureau of the Budget—follow me closely on this, and this is the rea- 
son why I have asked Mr. Gray to stay here, because I am coming back 
to whether we will yield our responsibility to the Bureau of the 
Budget—the local cooperation required was only 1 percent of the first 
cost of the improvement, which is currently estimated at $460,000 on a 
$45,463,000 project. 

Now in the case of Mr. Gray, with his difficult district and Tom 
Abernethy with his burdened section, they want $7 million. As I 
said yesterday they are just eking out a living there. If you told 
them to go off some place else they would be in bad shape because 
they are at least eating here and sending their children to school, but 
it is a mighty poor way of living. However, here we have only $460,- 
(000 as the local contribution. 

How much more time will you require? 

Mr. Funpersure. 15 minutes. Is that too long? If it is I will cut 
it short. 

Mr. Becker. The gentleman testified that the estimated cost was 
$45,500,000 and he made a statement that this cost would run over 
$100 million. Isthat correct? Did you say that? 

Mr. Funpersura. Yes, 1 did. From figures in the past. 

Mr. Becker. Could you give us any evidence or any facts or figures 
to substantiate that? Because what you have said here is something 
we have run into in the past on other figures. 

Mr. Trompson. Maybe he is basing his opinion on what happened 
to the St. Lawrence seaway. 


93451—57——_3 











28 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


Mr. Becker. That is what I am getting at, Brother Thompson. I 
am trying to get away from opinion. Can the gentleman get any sub- 
stantiating evidence at all that would corroborate his statement? Iam 
not questioning the statement but I would like substantiating facts and 
evidence that this cost will run over $100 million rather than $45 
million. 

Mr. Funpersure. Yes. I have read the book by Ben Moreell, the 
Chairman of the Hoover Commission Task Force and he said in the 
past projects like this on an average cost 2% times the original cost. 

Mr. Brcxer. Now we are generalizing and talking about projects 
in the past. We must stick to this particular project. Do you have 
any evidence to substantiate the statement that the cost can run over 
$100 million on this project? Not just making a generalized state- 
ment of what has happened in other projects. You are probably right 
but [ have to stick to this project. 

Mr. Funpersure. I believe I said, “if it does.” I am sure I did. 
And nobody can tell what it will do in the future. I cannot. I may 
have overstepped my bounds. 

Mr. Becker. I want to call to the attention of the gentleman the 
fact that we put a water-pollution bill through. I did not vote for it 
but it was for $50 million. So tell the people there they can get in on 
it for the construction of sewage-disposal plants. 

Mr. Funpersure. At Logansport, Ind., there was a big article last 
year in the Farm Journal which told why Logansport lost a General 
Motors plant to the city of Marion. They listed several reasons here 
in the paper or magazine as to why they lost the plant. Some are 
important and some are not. One was that the city’s water came from 
one river, which is the Eel River. Raw sewage was being dumped 
into another near the junction of the two rivers; but in all these 
reasons why Logansport lost their plant, the floodwaters were never 
mentioned. 

We understand the city of Wabash authorized surveyors to come 
in and make recommendations for a sewage-disposal plant and then 
reneged on their deal and the surveyors are suing them for the cost of 
their survey. 

We feel very strongly about losing our valley for a flushing dam for 
these three downstream cities which have not put in a sewage-disposal 
plant. 

Peru has a sewage-disposal plant which the other five do not 
have. 

I have over 1,000 names on a petition against large dams. I would 
like to read the heading. There are 1,063 names on it. 


To Whom It May Concern: 

We, the undersigned citizens of Indiana, vigorously oppose the plans of the 
Army engineers to build 3 large dams, 1 in each at Mississinewa, Wabash, and 
3urlingame Rivers. We believe the United States Conservation Service can 
positively discover a better, cheaper, and less destructive way of flood control. 

Mr. McGrecor. How many people live in the area ? 

Mr. Funpersure. Where ? 

Mr. McGrecor. The area that you are referring to that you have 
1,000 signatures from. 

Mr. Funpersura. In the reservoir area alone. 
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Mr. McGrecor. You say you have these 1,000 people who signed 
the petition. I am wondering what percentage or approximate per- 
centage that is of the people who live in the area. 

Mr. Funpersura. They live all around. We got them from 50 
miles away. j 

Mr. McGrecor. Did you get half of them, or a third, or one-tenth 
of them ? 

Mr. Funpersurc. Ninety-eight percent of them. There are a few 
in each valley who think when the reservoirs go through they will be 
able to retire for life and a few that think they will have a sportsman’s 
paradise made out of it, but everybody else signed our petition. 

Mr. Becker. They were given some fancy ideas; were they not? 

Mr. Mack. The people who sign the petition are the ones who live 
in the upper valleys; are they not ? 

Mr. Funpersure. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. The people who live in the cities downstream want the 
project. 

Mr. Funpersura. Some of them. The city planners. A lawyer 
in Wabash said he thought 2 percent of the people wanted the flood 
control in that city. 

Mr. Mack. There are many people in the upper valley who get a 
very small amount of the flood damage and who are opposed to the 
reservoir, whereas people down lower get the bulk of the water and 
they are always desirous of having the reservoirs built. 

Mr. McGrecor. Owing to the lateness of the hour, since we have 
other witnesses I would suggest we ask the witness to submit the rest 
of his testimony in the record and we could all read it at a later date. 

Mr. Davis. Is there any objection ? 

Mr. Tuomrson. I would lke to ask a brief question. I wonder if 
there has been a compilation of flood damages over the last 20 years in 
these cities below the point where the reservoirs are to be constructed. 

Mr. Funpersure. I have many here and they all vary from $2 mil- 
lion to $7 million a year, so I could not tell you exactly. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, did we have a hearing on this project 
by this committee ? 

Mr. Davis. It was added in the Senate. 

Mr. Becker. We had no hearing on the project and no one has come 


here in favor of it or in opposition to it. Certainly not before our 
committee. 


Mr. Davis. Not before our committee. 

Mr. Becker. Thank you. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Last year I understood from some mention of the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget that they both 
approved it. What was the status last year? It must not have had 
that status last year or we would have given it consideration. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. It had approval last year. That was not one 
of the projects objected to by the President. It was recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget and the Corps of Engineers, but now 
since it is reopened we may have some further discussion of it in 
executive session. I am questioning this 1 percent local participation 
on a $45 million project because we have had some people here who 
are really suffering and who are being asked to contribute a great 
deal more. 
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Mr. McGregor. I think Mr. Beamer—and I have talked to him a 
number of times—is trying to be fair to all parties and is simply 
giving an opportunity to the people of his area to be heard before a 
committee of Congress. 

Mr. Davis. Is there anybody here from Mr. Beamer’s office? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Epmonpson. Could I ask a question concerning the 1 percent 
contribution locally? Would it be a fair assumption. that if any of 
these cities receive supplemental water supply from these reservoirs 
that they would also pay for the water which they received ? 

Mr. Davis. That goes very substantially to sections 205 and 206 
- which we delayed action on. 

Mr. Epmonpson. That would increase it from 1 percent if that 
situation prevailed. 

Mr. McGrecor. Of course the record shows that we have hundreds 
of cases where we have no local participation at all. I might add I 
have one in my district that I do not want, that cost and statements 
by Army Corps started out at $4,600,000 and now they are up to 
$28,900,000. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection we will ask Mr. Funderburg to make 
a written statement and take up where you left off with “anything 
additional. Write it out and send it to the clerk of the Committee 
on Public Works, House of Representatives, and we will see it is 
properly studied. We will go into this matter further in executive 
session. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Funpersvra. Thank you for the opportunity to be heard, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Rock AND GREEN Rivers, IL. 


Mr. Davis. We proceed now to the Rock and Green Rivers in Llli- 
nois. I am sure we can dispose of this in the remaining time. This is 
a project which has cleared all of the departments and it comes to the 
committee as a new project after we considered the omnibus bill of 
last year. I think it would be proper to hear from Mr. Conway first, 
the project engineer in the Office of the Assistant Chief of Engineers 
for Civil W orks. I see we have Mr. Chiperfield, our ce: olleague, | here, 
who wishes to be recognized for a short statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT B. CHIPERFIELD, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM ILLINOIS 


Mr. Cuirerrietp. My name is Robert Chiperfield. Rock River is 
in my district and I want to be noted as present at this hearing. I am 
very ‘much interested in this project. 

Mr. Davis. Do you wish to extend your remarks in the record later ? 

Mr. Cureerrtevp. I do not want to make a statement at this time. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Davis. We will now hear from Mr. Conway of the Corps of 
iongineers. 
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STATEMENT OF CLARENCE M. CONWAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, 
PLANNING BRANCH, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Conway. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Clarence M. Conway, of the Planning Branch of the Office of 
the Chief of Engineers. 

The report on the lower Rock and Green Rivers was submitted in 
response to two resolutions: a resolution of the House Public Works 
Committee and the Senate Public Works Committee, both resolutions 
being adopted on April 20, 1948. 

This report was transmitted to Congress on April 2, 1957, and is 
contained in House Document No. 173, 85th Congress, 1st session. 

The Rock River rises in southeastern Wisconsin and it flows some 
318 miles generally southwest to its junction with the Mississippi 
River just downstream from Rock Island, Ill. 

The Green River is one of its principal tributaries. However, this 
report is limited to an area downstream from Lyndon, IIl., some 52 
miles from the Rock River and to the Green River Basin. 

The Rock River has a drainage area of some 9,000 miles, square 
miles at Lyndon, and the Green River has an area of some 1,080 square 
miles. 

The estimated population in the area under consideration is some 
80,600 persons. The area is predominantly agricultural and there is 
very little industrial development. 

Flooding in the area results principally from heavy rainfall but 
may be augmented in times by snowmelt and aggravated in the winter- 
time by ice jams. 

Since 1851 some 20 major floods have occurred, 4 occurring during 
the period 1946 to 1952. 

There is one completed project in the area under consideration and 
that is on Penny Slough in area 5. That project was completed in 
1940. Local interests have constructed numerous drainage and flood 
control improvements in the area. 

The most damaging flood in recent years occurred in July 1951. 
That flood inundated about 27,000 acres in the Rock River basin, and 
some 11,000 acres in the Green River Basin. 

The average annual damages in the Rock River Basin are estimated 
at $908,000. In the Green River Basin the annual damages are esti- 
mated to average $192,000. 

Local interests desire improvements by the use of levees and channel 
rectification, and they have offered numerous suggestions as to what 
the improvements should be. 

The Chief of Engineers recommended levees and appurtnant works, 
and with incidental channel improvements in five areas. I shall go to 
the map and point out the areas. They are outlined in green on this 
map [indicating |. 

Area No. 1 is from Carbon Cliff to Canoe Creek. 

Area No. 2 is from Canoe Creek to Rock Creek. 

Area No. 3 is Rock Creek to Lyndon. 

Area No. 4 is bounded roughly by Prophetstown and Spring Hill. 

Area No. 5is Penny Slough. 
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Mr. Davis. I do not want to jump the gun, but what is the esti- 
mated cost of this work ? 

Mr. Conway. The total estimated Federal first cost for the five 
areas is $6,996,000. 

Mr. Davis. And you are suffering in that area at the rate of a little 
over a million dollars a year, or $900,000 plus a little over $100,000? 

Mr. Conway. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. That is the average annual loss over a period of time? 

Mr. Conway. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. Then the ratio of benefits to costs is figured at how much? 

Mr. Conway. It is figured on individual areas and those benefit- 
cost ratios vary from 1.19 to 1 to 3.80. 

Mr. Davis. That isa pretty good ratio. A very good ratio. I have 
one other question. This has the approval of the Army engineers. 
Does it bear Bureau of the Budget approval ? 

Mr. Conway. It has been to the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Budget has no objection. It has gone to the Governor of Illinois and 
the Governor of Illinois has no objection to it other than that he 
pointed out if the local interests have given their approval of the im- 
provements recommended. 

Mr. Davis. Any questions by the gentlemen on my right? 

Any questions to my left? 

Mr. Mack. What is the average benefit-cost ratio for the entire 
area ? 

Mr. Conway. Sir, I do not have it for the area as a whole because 
it is figured for the five individual area. (Benefit-to-cost ratio for 
the five areas as a whole is 2.26 to 1.) 

Mr. Mack. Are these 5 separate projects or 1 project 

Mr. Conway. It is 5 separate areas along the Rock River. 

Mr. Mack. Breaking it down into one project for flood control for 
the whole area ? 

Mr. Conway. Yes. In a manner of speaking; yes, sir. As I indi- 
cated on the map, the areas outlined in green would provide protec- 
tion for some 72,000 acres of land in the 5 projects. 

Mr. Davis. What did you say was the local contribution ? 

Mr. Conway. I did not give that. The local cost is presently esti- 
mated at some $1,322,000, including a cash contribution of $138,100 
for 4 areas, namely, areas 1 through 4. 

Mr. Mack. The Federal contribution is $6,996,000 ? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Almost $7 million. 

Mr. Conway. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. Now my experts on this side, on that matter, how does 
that compare with some of the other projects? The cash contribution 
is a little over $100,000 and the rights-of-ws y and so forth, go to make 
up the rest. Is there any question on that particular point, Mr. 
Jones? Mr. Smith, you usually ask some questions along that line. 

Mr. Tuompson. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Txomrson. Does that $7 million include the total cost of all 
the plans for a complete cure of the situation or are there future 
plans that you anticipate will be necessary to improve these projects 
after the first stage is built ? 
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Mr. Conway. The $7 million would cover the recommended proj- 
ects as outlined on the map. 

Mr. THomrson. You mentioned the first cost a little while ago in 
vour testimony and I wondered if there was some future plan for en- 
largement or enhancement of the project. 

Mr. Conway. No, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I have one question. I presume that the local partici- 
pation was calculated upon the basis of land enhancement to farm- 
land, was it not? 

Mr. Conway. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. And no figures were compiled as to what it would do to 
urban communities in the way of enhancement of the properties lo- 
cated there ? 

Mr. Conway. That is correct. 

Mr. Scupper. Could I ask a question? Do we have a report from 
the Army engineers on this project / 

Mr. Davis. This is the Army engineers’ officer reporting now. 

Mr. Conway. We do havea report. It is published as House Docu- 
ment 173, 85th Congress. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. Mr. Brennan, what do we have 
tomorrow in the way of new projects ? 

Mr. Brennan. We have three new projects. The flood-control proj- 
ect on the Cannonball River, and we have the project on the Mohawk 
River in New York on flood control, and we have a project on Cook 
Inlet in Alaska, on which one small piece of flood control is to be pre- 
sented tomorrow, and the major part is navigation, which will come 
up later. 

Mr. Davis. That will conclude the new projects we are hearing for 
flood control. That brings you up to date with what we have tomor- 
row on our program. Just as soon as we get through with that we 
will pass to an examination of the Senate bill by the process of elimi- 
nation and then come back and grind out what we want. 

I want to thank the committee for your cooperation and punctuality 
this morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m. the committee recessed until 10 a. m. 
the following day, Wednesday, May 15, 1957.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 15, 1957 


Hovuse or ReEepresENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

‘I'he committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:35 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis presiding. 

Mr. Davis. Now we go back to further discussion on what may be 
an omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control bill of 1957. 

Yesterday we had hearings on two new projects which had cleared 
our agencies, and subsequently to the bill which we passed last year. 
Now if Colonel Dalrymple will come around we will take up the 
project we have today. 


CANNONBALL River at Mort, N. Dax. 


The first one is the Cannonball River at Mott, N. Dak. 

Mr. Brennan, I believe it was under your administration, if I may 
put it that way. You remember, last year you gave us on one piece 
of paper a little summary saying that this project costs so much, and 
it does so much. That was put out by the Corps of Engineers. Did 
you do that, or was it your successor ? 


Mr. Brennan. That will be done. I do not know whether it has 
been done for these few new projects. Perhaps Mr. Weinkauff can 
tell you. 


Mr. Wernxaurr. We can do that. We have not done it for these, 
but we can do it in the future. 

Mr. Davis. If you do not mind, and if it meets with General Per- 
son’s approval, because then everyone has it in front of him on one 
page. Thank you. We will not need it for these, but if we could 
have it in the future I believe it would be helpful. 

Colonel Dalrymple, we are glad to have you testify on the Cannon- 
ball River at Mott, N. Dak. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. DALRYMPLE, LIEUTENANT COLONEL, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGI- 
NEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS 


Colonel Datrymrte. Mr. Chairman, this report is authorized by 
a resolution of the Committee on Flood Control of the House of Rep- 
resentatives adopted March 20, 1945, and was transmitted to Congress 
on September 18, 1956. It is being printed as House Document 35, 
85th Congress, 1st session. 
35 
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The Cannonball River rises in western North Dakota and flows 
easterly and northerly to join the Missouri about 45 miles below Bis- 
marck, N. Dak. 

The flood problem is at the city of Mott on the Cannonball River 
about 200 miles above its mouth. The problem is one of overbank 
flooding occurring from heavy snowmelt and ice jams in the spring, 
and heavy rains later on in the season. 

Floods have occurred in 1943, 1950, and 1952, with the flood of 
record occuring in April 1950. That flood had a flow of about 30,000 
second-feet on the Cannonball through Mott, and the estimated capac- 
ity of the channel at that time was 8,200 second-feet. 

The improvements proposed are levee and channel improvements. 
About 8,200 feet of levee on the right bank of the Cannonball; about 
2,550 feet of levee on the left bank of the Cannonball. A channel im- 
provement of about 3,000 feet through this section of the river. 

In addition, there will be drainage structures and other facilities 
and appurtenances necessary to complete the project. The cost is 
estimated at $688,000, of which the Federal portion will be $434,000 
and the non-Federal portion will be $254,000. 

The benefit-cost ratio of this project is 1.22. The estimated dam- 
ages, if the flood of record were to occur again, are estimated to be in 
excess of $400,000 in the city of Mott. 

The requirements of local cooperation include the provision of lands, 
easements and rights-of-ways; hold and save the United States free 
from damages due to construction; replacement of utilities, bridges, 
as necessary in the project; prescribe and enforce regulations to pre- 
vent encroachment on the ponding area and the improved channel; 
and maintain and operate the project in accordance with regulations 
approved by the Secretary of the Army. 

The State of North Dakota commented favorably on the project. 
There is no objection from the Federal agencies involved, nor has 
there been any objection from the Bureau of the Budget. 

That completes my statement. 

Mr. Dootry. May I ask one question. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Dootry. I noticed on the previous matter new bridges were not 
to be paid for by the Federal Government. In this case they are. 

Colonel Datrympte. No, sir. The bridge replacement here from 
First to Third Street on the proposed location will be a payment by 
the local interest. 

Mr. Doorry. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. What was the damage at the time of these floods? 

Colonel Datrymp.te. The specific damage was a damage to 97 resi- 
dences, 40 businesses and 9 farms in the vicinity of Mott. It is esti- 
mated now that a flood of the same magnitude would result in damages 
in excess of $400,000 in the Mott area. 

Mr. Rogers. What is the population of Mott? 

Colonel Datrymete. Approximately 1,600 people. 

Mr. Rocers. 1,600? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. Is it mostly just a farming community ? 

Colonel Datrymrete. It is. Farming and ranching are the main 
industries. 
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Mr. Davis. The cost of the project is how much ? 

Colonel Datrymp te. It is estimated at $688,000. 

Mr. Davis. And the annual damage over a period of years averages 
about how much ? 

Colonel Datrymr te. The average annual damage is approximately 
$32,000. 

Mr. Mack. But they have had a flood that did $400,000 in damage ? 

Colonel Datrympte. Sir, the flood of record was in 1950, and the 
last flood was in 1952. The flood of record was at the rate of 40,000 
cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Mack. I thought you said if the flood recurred the damage 
would be about $400,000 2 

Colonel Datrymptie. That is correct, sir. Actually it would be 
somewhat in excess of $400,000. 

Mr. Mack. The reason for the very heavy local contribution of 
$254,000, more than one-third is that changes must be made in the 
bridge structure ¢ 

Colonel Datrymp.e. That is one of the major features. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. This seems to be a very worthy project. I would like to 
call attention to this fact. Someone the other day suggested deau- 
thorizing all projects which were 10 years old or more. I notice in the 
statement made here that this project would be one of those projects 
deauthorized, because it was ordered to be surveyed in 1946 or 1944. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is that correct, Colonel ? 

Colonel Datrymrte. That is the date of the authority. The re- 
port is dated December 1954. 

Mr. Dootry. Is there not a qualifying clause in there that if it does 
not take place in 5 years it can be reinstated. 

Mr. Mack. There is nothing in the law. 

Mr. McGrecor. I want to clarify that statement, because I made the 
statement about deauthorizing projects 10 years old which have never 
been started, and I am still of the same opinion. 

Is that the case in regard to this project ? 

Colonel Datrymete. The authority dates from 1945, but the report 
which was transmitted to Congress was transmitted on the 18th of 
en 1956. 

yeneral Person. This project was not authorized, sir. The report 
was authorized and it is the report on which the proposed authoriza- 
tion is to be based, but the project itself has not been authorized. 

Mr. MoGreeor. I understand. The survey report was authorized. 

Colonel Datrympte. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do the Army engineers recommend this? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Have you a report from the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Colonel Datrrymp.te. Yes, sir. The Bureau of the Budget indicated 
no objection to the transmission of this report. 

Mr. MoGreeor. Thank you. 

Mr. Becker. Colonel, why, if in 1952 the estimated damage was 
$40,000—what has changed the picture to increase the estimated dam- 
age to $400,000 today ? 

Colonel Datrympte. Sir, could I explain it? I believe I said that 
the flood of record was in April 1950, at which time the flow was 40,000 
cubic feet per second. That flow at the present time would result in 
an estimated damage in excess of $400,000. 
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Mr. Becker. I thought you gave a figure before as to dollars of dam- 
ages in previous floods? 

Colonel DatryMete. No, sir, I did not give a specific dollar figure 
in the 1950 figure. 

Mr. Brecxer. When you said 40,000 you meant cubic feet and not 
dollars ? 

Colonel Datrympte. That was the figure of the flow of cubic feet in 
the channel, because the channel capacity was estimated at about 8,000 
cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Becxer. I see. I thought you were talking in terms of dollars. 
I did not hear the cubic feet. 

Colonel DatrymMp.e. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brcxer. Were there any estimates of damages or dollars in 
those flows ? 

Colonel Datrympte. I can supply that, sir. I do not have it here. 

(The information is as follows :) 

Total reported flood damage in Mott during the April 1950 flood was approxi- 
mately $400,000, of which $171,400 was residential damage, $165,200 was damage 
to business establishments, and the balance was damage sustained by utilities, 
farmsteads, highways, and railroads. 

Mr. Dootry. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Becker. Yes. 

Mr. Dootry. On that bridge $260,000 is the estimated cost. Is that 
right ? 

Colonel Datryrmp.e. No, sir. The total cost, non-Federal, for all of 
the project, is $254,000. 

Mr. Dootry. That is the local participation ? 

Colonel Datrympte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dootry. In a community of 1,600 people? 

Colonel Datryrmpte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dootry. That is awfully high. I wonder where they will get 
the money. It is a lot of money for a small town like that. 

Mr. Davis. That is a little bigger than we have been thinking of in 
the past. 

Mr. Becker. Of the $200,000 local participation, that includes the 
cost of building the bridge. 

Colonel Datrymprte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. From the flood of 1950 to this date, has there been in- 
creased activity in building in the area where the floods occur ? 

Colonel Datrympte. The past expansion of Mott has been relatively 
constant. 

Mr. Becker. I don’t know what you mean by “relatively constant.” 
Will you put that in clearer terms ? 

Colonel Datrymete. For that size of community, with the stability 
of the industry, ranching, and farming being relatively stable, there 
has been a relatively constant development, which is assumed on the 
order of let us say 10 percent of development over a period of years. 

Mr. Becker. So the 1,600 population has not developed very much 
since 1950? 

Colonel Datrympte. No, sir. From 1940 to 1950 it increased some- 
where on the order of 300 people. 

Mr. Rogers. What has been the history of the floods before 1950? 
Have they been frequent ? 
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Colonel Datrymrte. They are in the basin. I do not have specific 
information on that, but there is a considerable amount of flooding 
which has occurred. I understand in the flood of 1952 one life was 
lost downstream. 

Mr. Rocrrs. But you do not know the former history of those 
floods? 

Colonel Datrympte. I do not have it specifically. 

Mr. Rocers. Could you supply it for us? 

Colonel Datrymrte. Yes, sir. 

(The information is as follows :) 

Fighteen damaging floods have occurred in the Cannonball River Basin since 
1912. The only floods known to have occurred at Mott were experienced in 1945, 
1950, and 1952. The flood of 1950 was the greatest of record in this area. 


Mr. McGrecor. May I ask one question? Do you know anyone in 
opposition to this project ? 

Colonel Datrymrpte. No, sir; except that the railroads here have 
indicated an opposition to the stop log structures, but those are struc- 
tures which are put up as a threat of flood approaches, because the 
railroad passes through the levees. 

Mr. Davis. I think it is a good example of the necessity of studying 
the question of the land enhancement benefits, and how far we should 
go on it, and what we should do about it. 

Thank you, Colonel. 

Congressman Otto Krueger asked that his letter endorsing this pro- 
ject be made a part of the record. If there be no objection, we will 
hand it to the reporter and we will pass to the next project. 

(The letter from Mr. Krueger is as follows :) 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 15, 1957. 
Hon, CLirForD DAVIs, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, 


Committee on Public Works, New House Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN Davis: Please record me as favoring and supporting: the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers for the improvement of the Cannon- 
ball River at Mott, N. Dak., as contained in House Document No. 35, 85th 
Congress, 1st session. 

I hope your committee will approve this report so that if may be included in 
the Omnibus flood-control bill now being considered by your committee. 

I will appreciate it if you will have this letter included as a part of your 
hearings on this subject. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
Orto Krurcer, Member of Congress. 


Mouawk River, N. Y. 


Mr. Davis. We will pass now to the Mohawk River, New York. 

Mr. John G. Anderson, the Project Engineer, Office of the Assistant 
Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, will make a statement. 

Mr. Becker. These are not in the bill now, are they, Mr. Chiirman ? 

Mr. Davis. Just before you came in we took up on yesterday two 
new projects and today three, which concludes all of the new projects 
which came up subsequent to our bill last year. 

Mr. Brecker. Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN G. ANDERSON, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE 
OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEER FOR CIVIL WORKS, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, the investigation of the Mohawk 
River in New York was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1939. 
The report was transmitted to Congress on April 19, 1957, and is 
contained in House Document 172 of the 85th Congress. 

The Mohawk River rises in west central New York and flows south- 

easterly 155 miles to the Hudson River and joins the Hudson River, 
at Waterford. It has a drainage basin of approximately 3,500 square 
miles, 
__ The average annual precipitation in the basin is about 43 inches. 
Chere have been 10 floods in the Mohawk River Basin since 1913. Six 
of these floods have been of major importance and four of them of lesser 
importance. The recurrence of the flood of record would involve ap- 
proximately $4 million worth of damages in the entire basin. The 
average annual damages are about $440,000, of which $340,000 occur 
to the urban areas along the mainstem of the river. 

The Chief of Engineers made a study of the possibility of flood 
protection for the area and recommends that levees, flood walls, interior 
drainage, pumping facilities, and appurtenant works be provided for 
South Amsterdam and for Rome and for Herkimer. 

For South Amsterdam the Federal cost is $1,180,000; non-Federa! 
costs are $102,000; the annual charges are $56,900; and the annual 
benefits $68 200, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.2. 

For Herkimer the Federal cost is $595,000 and the non-Federal 
cost is $49,000; the annual charges are $31,500, with annual benefits of 
$39,000, which gives a benefit-cost ratio of 1.24 to 1. 

For Rome, the Federal cost is $294,000 and the non-Federal cost is 
$327,000; the annual charges are $27,000, and with annual benefits of 
$25,000 it gives a benefit-cost ratio of 0.93 to 1. 

This project is recommended with the proviso that the justification 
for the project be reexamined before construction funds are requested. 

Local interests are required to furnish lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way ; maintain and operate the project and hold and save the United 
States free from damages; and alter all bridges and roads and public 
utilities. 

The report was furnished to the Governor of New York, and he com- 
mented favorably on it. 

The Bureau of the Budget recommends against authorization of the 
improvements at Rome. They have no objection to the recommenda- 
tion for the improvement at South Amsterdam and Herkimer. 

I would like to read the comment of the Bureau of the Budget: 

The Acting Chief of Engineers notes that a benefit-cost ratio of less than unity 
is developed for the proposed improvement at Rome. However, the reporting 
officers find that improvement of the general welfare, security and sanitary con- 
ditions, together with unevaluated benefits attributable to the reduction of traffic 
interruptions on the major highway through the area justify a favorable recom- 
mendation for the Rome improvement. The Acting Chief of Engineers expresses 
the belief that the principle of project economic justification should be adhered 
to in the consideration of project authorization. However, in view of the intangi- 
ble benefits and the fact that the project is only slightly submarginal, he recom- 
mends its authorization, but with the proviso that a reexamination of the project 
justification be undertaken prior to construction. 
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The Bureau of the Budget considers that a project which cannot be justified 
in economie terms should be authorized only if it can be demonstrated that un- 
usual and major intangible benefits, such as the prevention of loss of human 
life, would result from the project in sufficient degree to warrant its construc- 
tion. The intangible benefits cited by the reporting officers in the case of the 
proposed work at Rome are typical of most flood control projeets. These bene- 
lits 2ppear to be minor and largely speculative in character and, especially in 
the case of benefits from “enhancement of the general welfare and security 
of residents,” a probable duplication of benefits already evaluated in economic 
terms. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Dootny. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Dooley. 

Mr. Dootry. The riparian conditions along the Mohawk, I under- 
stand, are boggy land on both sides for onion growth. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Doo.ry. How will they circumvent that situation? They need 
those boggy lands. 

Mr. Anperson. We are providing protection only for urban areas. 
Mr. Dootry. It will not affect that ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir; it will not. 

Mr. Dootey. Thank you. 

Mr. Brecker. | would like to know when this survey was authorized 
‘requested. Do you know? 

Mr. Anperson. It was authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1939. 
Mr. Becker. 1939? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. And the survey is just completed now ? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes, sir; it was submitted to Congress on the 17th 
of April of this year. 

Mr. Becker. I could not follow all of the costs, but they ran from 
$1,180,000 downward. Is that right? 

Mr. Anperson. That is correct. 

Mr. Becker. Running from Rome down to Amsterdam. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. I do not quite get the last part of your statement by 
the Bureau of the Budget. As I understand it, they are reeommend- 
ing the approval of this authorization ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. For the two projects—for South Amsterdam and 
Herkimer—but it recommends that the project for Rome not be au- 
thorized at this time. 

Mr. Becker. They cut out the Rome authorization ¢ 

Mr. Anprerson. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. What do they say about reexamination? When the 
cther projects are completed we should examine the Rome area? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir. The Chief of Engineers’ recommendation 
was that at the time the request for construction funds is made, we 
reexamine the justification for the project. 

Mr. Brecker. For the entire project? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir; for the one at Rome only. 

Mr. Brecker. Just for the one at Rome? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brecker. In other words, the request after the authorization will 
be one for funds to take care of the projects at South Amsterdam and 
Herkimer, and then examine the data on the Rome project ? 


0 
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Mr. Anvrerson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dootry. Why was there such a time lag between the time of the 
authorization and the time the project really materializes? It is 18 
years. 

Mr. Anverson. We have a good many reports included in our 
backlog list, which have been delayed because of insufficient funds 
to carry them out, and insufficient personnel, and more urgent projects 
in other parts of the country. 

Mr. Dootry. Isee. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Will the gentleman yield ? 

I did not get exactly what improvements we are going to make. 

Mr. Anperson. Levees, and flood walls, and drainage facilities in- 
side the flood walls. 

Mr. Dootry. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Is there much navigation on the Mohawk ? 

Mr. Anverson. There is navigation connected with the Mohawk 
River. The New York State barge canal, Erie branch, flows through 
a series of land cuts and river sections of the Mohawk. 

Mr. Becker. The benefit-cost ratio at Rome is the low one? 

Mr. Anpgrson. Yes; 0.93. 

Mr. Becker. And at Herkimer it is 1.2, or was that at South Amster- 
dam ? 

Mr. Anperson. South Amsterdam was 1.2, and Herkimer is 1.24. 

Mr. Brecker. That means the benefit-cost ratio for Amsterdam is 
kind of low ¢ 

Mr. Anverson. No, sir. That is the average benefit-to-cost ratio 
we have on projects of this nature. 

Mr. Brecker. I do not remember that South Amsterdam had too 
much flood damage over the years. 1 used to be up there quite a lot. 
I know at Herkimer there is. 

Mr. Anperson. The report indicates if the flood of record would 
again occur, the entire basin would have a damage of $4 million. 

Mr. Becker. At South Amsterdam ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. Which gives an average damage for the 
entire basin for the urban areas of $440,000 along the main stream. 

Mr. Dootry. Amsterdam was hit very hard. 

Mr. Becker. In this last flood they were. 

Mr. Dootry. Yes. 

Mr. Anverson. They have had 10 floods since 1913. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions? If not, thank you, Mr. 
Anderson. 

The record will show that our esteemed colleague, General Kearney, 
of New York, has an intense interest in this, as does our colleague, Wil- 
liam Williams of New York State. 


Coox Inuet, ALASKA 


Mr. Davis. Now we pass to the Cook Inlet of Alaska. Is Delegate 
Bartlett here? He will present testimony later on a portion of this 
project. 

This has a flood-control portion and also a harbor portion. 

Gentlemen, I may sa Mr. Brennan just told me that only about 
$60,000 is involved in the flood feature of the project and about $9 
million on the harbor portion. When the subcommittee meets with 
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the committee of the whole on the harbor portion of the proposed bill, 
we will hear the major part of it, but to save time we will only talk 
about the flood feature involving some $60,000 here. 

Major Garrett, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF FELIX R. GARRETT, MAJOR, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
OFFICE OF ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS 


Major Garretr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Cook Inlet report was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1948. It 
was transmitted to Congress on September 7, 1956, and is to be pub- 
lished as House Document 34, 85th Congress, 1st session. 

The report contains recommendations from the Chief of Engineers 
on 4 navigation projects and 1 flood-control project. 

The flood-control project is to be located in Talkeetna, Alaska, which 
is near the junction of the Talkeetna River and the Susitna River, 
about 80 miles north of Anchorage. 

Floods in this area, Mr. Chairman, are the results of runoff due to 
snowmelt which occurs in June and July, or are the results of warm 
rains which occur in late summer or early fall. These floods are gen- 
erally of high discharge and short duration. 

The problem of Talkeetna is one of progressive bank erosion as a 
result of high flows in the Talkeetna River during the time of flood- 
ing. This erosion threatens the lower part of the village of Talkeetna. 
The plan of improvement recommended is the stabilization of this river 
bank adjacent to Talkeetna by the construction of approximately 1,500 
feet of rock revetment. The estimated Federal cost is $64,900. 

Local interests will be required to furnish lands, easements and 
rights-of-way ; hold and save the United States Government free from 
damages; and agree to maintain the project once it has been completed. 

The agency comments are davectbin: The Bureau of the Budget has 
offered no objection to the submission of this report to Congress. 

That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dootry. One question, Mr. Chairman. How many months is 
the river open during the year? It is frozen over during some of the 
time; is it not? 

Major Garrett. Yes. During the winter months it is frozen over 
approximately 2 to 3 months, and the high flows occur during the 
summer months. 

Mr. Dootry. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chairman, I just want to find out what the benefit- 
cost ratio is. 

_ Major Garretr. The benefit-cost ratio of this project, is 1.38 to 1, 
sir. 

Mr. Rocers. What is the yearly maintenance cost ? 

Major Garrett. The annual maintenance cost is estimated at $2,300. 

Mr. Rogers. And what is the population of the town of Talkeetna? 

Major Garrett. Sir, the 1950 population of Talkeetna village was 
140 people. 

Mr. Rogers. Has it increased since then ? 

Major Garrett. I do not believe it has. I am not sure. 

Mr. Rocers. What types of buildings do they have there? Do you 
know? Do you know much about it? 

93451—57——_-4 











44 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


Major Garrerr. There are 25 buildings that are threatened due to 
this erosion. They are cabins and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Brecker. Would it not be much cheaper to move the cabins than 
to spend $9 million on this? 

Major Garrett. It is $64,000. 

Mr. Becker. Who will pay the other $9 million ? 

Major Garretr. That is the navigation project which will be heard 
before the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Mr. Davis. We are just taking up the $64,000 project, and the other 
committee will take up the $9 million project. 

Mr. McGrecor. I would like to ask this question for my own infor- 
mation: Is it mandatory that where a stream inundates land and de- 
stroys private property that that stream be a navigable stream before 
the Federal Government can give relief to it? In other words, I have 
a situation in my home county where the Tuscaroras River comes 
down and turns down into the Walhonding River, which begins the 
Muskingum River, which goes into the Ohio River. I have a number 
of engineers out there and they tell me that where the curve is cutting 
into the bank they have no jurisdiction for any Federal funds to be 
used because it is not jeopardizing any Federal property. I am just 
asking for information. 

Major Garrett. I do not believe it is mandatory that it be a navi- 
gable stream. The situation here is that this erosion occurs during 
high flows in the Talkheetna River. We are proposing bank revet- 
ments to protect against this erosion which occurs during flood season. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is the Talkeetna River a nav igable river! 

Major Garrett. I do not believe that there is any commerce on the 
river, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Did I understand from your statement, that a printed 
report is not available at the present time ? 

Major Garrett. No, sir. The report is to be printed as House Doc- 
ument 34. 

Mr. Mack. Did not the Bureau of the Budget, in objecting to some 
of the projects in the previous omnibus rivers and harbors and flood- 
control bill, object to them on the basis that the printed document was 
not available? 

Major Garrerr. As I understand it, they objected to it on the basis 
that the reports had not been transmitted to the Congress. This one 
was transmitted to the Congress on September 7, 1956. 

Mr. Mack. Their objections were not based then on the lack of 
availability of the printed report ? 

Major Garrett. That ismy understanding. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davts. Major, why could you not take care of this little $60,000 
item as an emergency item under the Small Projects Act ? 

Major Garretr. As you know, under section 14 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1946 we do have emergency authority for vank- protection 
works, but the monetary limitation there is $50,000. This project has 
an estimated cost of $64,900. 

Mr. Rocers. What has been the history of the damage there? 

Major Garrett. Well, sir, this is a recurring affair. In 1950 the 
erosion occurred up to as much as 130 feet, and there have been losses 
of these cabins that I have described. 

Mr. Rocers. Do you have any monetary figure on the loss? 
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Major Garrett. No, sir. The benefits are based on loss of rental 
annually and are based on the cost on an annual basis of moving build- 
ings that can be moved to higher ground. 

Mr. Rocers. I see. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Dempsey. I would like to approve the Mohawk project. 

Mr. Dootry. I second the motion on the Mohawk River. 

Mr. Davis. The motion has been made and seconded that we ap- 
prove the Mohawk River project. 

Mr. Dempsey. Except for the one which was not approved. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

All in favor of that motion indicate by saying “Aye”; opposition, 
“No.” 

It is so ordered. 

We are acting as a committee of the whole, so it is concluded. 

What do you want to do about the Cannonball River at North 
Dakota? That is Mr. Krueger. You know, Colonel Dalrymple testi- 
fied on that. 

Mr. Smiru. I move it be approved. 

Mr. Wricur. Seconded. 

Mr. Davis. All those in favor let it be known by saying “Aye”; 
opposed, “No.” 

Carried. 

What about the Alaska one? 

Mr. Rogers. I suggest we wait until we hear the rivers and harbors 
part. 

Mr. Davis. We are talking about the $60,000 part here. 

Mr. Rocers. But they may tie in. 

Mr. Ciark. Let us approve the flood-control project. 

Mr. Davis. The idea was to clean up our business, and if we do not 
approve our navigation project, of course there will be no point in in- 
cluding the little item here. 

Mr. Becker. If the gentleman will yield, I am not opposed to this, 
but until we get more information on the navigation project I would 
like to hear the navigation project before approving this, without 
having us approve it here and then having to come back to it again. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Brennan reminds me that this is a separate project 
and involves a different location than the navigation feature. That 
is correct, is it not, Major ? 

Major Garretr. That is correct. This is 80 miles north of Anchor- 
age. The navigation projects are located at Anchorage, Homer, and 
two other areas. So it is just the projects within the Cook Inlet area. 
This is a great deal distant from Hoes and this flood-control project is 
entirely divorced from the navigation part. 

Mr. McGregor. That was costing $9 million. 

Major Garrett. The navigation projects, as I recall it, are estimated 
to cost $9 million approximately. , 
Mr. Demesry. What does this project you are talking about cost ? 

Major Garrerr. $64,900. 

Mr. Dootry. I second Mr. Smith’s motion. 

Mr. Becker. The question T would like to ask here is, if we do not 
do the navigation project, will it be worth while to spend $60,000 to 
do the erosion project ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. They are entirely separate. 
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Mr. Becxer. They are so separate that they are not affected whether 
the river is navigable or not? ‘These people are just living there?’ 

Major Garrett. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. Suppose you do not do that? How much more erosion 
will there be? Suppose they move those cabins back 1,000 feet? Do 
they have to be on the bank of the river ? 

Major Garrerr. Well, sir, the entire lower half of the village is 
in danger from this erosion. As I have indicated, there are 25 build- 
ings and approximately 120 lots in this area. Erosion is continuing 
and our benefits are based on the annual loss of rentals from 17 build- 
ings that cannot be moved, and they are also based on the cost for 
labor and materials expressed on an annual basis of moving the 
buildings that can be moved to higher ground. 

Mr. Becker. The point I have in mind, and I am not being arbitrary 
about it, is, if you do construct an erosion protection project now and 
do not perform the navigation portion, is there a possibility that the 
small amount of money you are spending on erosion will not offset 
the change in the water running through if the navigation project 
is not completed ? 

Major Garrett, The Talkeetna and Susitna Rivers are tributaries of 
the Cook Inlet. The navigation projects proposed are in the main part 
of the Cook Inlet. There is no navigation project proposed on the 
Talkeetna River or the Susitna River. 

Mr. Dootey. I second the motion of Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Rogers. The question. 

Mr. Davis. All right. All in favor of approving the $64,000 item 
for flood control let it be known by saying “Aye”; any opposition, “No.” 

It is approved. 


GREENVILLE, Miss., NAvIGATION Prosecr 


Mr. Smitru. While General Person is here, may I ask him a question ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. Is the report in regard to the Greenville, Miss., navi- 
gation project, in the Chief of Engineers’ Office? Has it reached the 
Chief of Engineers’ office yet ? 

General Person. Not offici ally, no, sir. We have an advance copy 
of the district engineer’s report, but it has not yet been acted on by 
the Mississippi River Commission, so we do not know what the river 
commission is going to do to it, or how the river commission is going 
to act on it, I should say. 

Mr. Smirn. Last week General Hardin told General Itschner and 
myself that they signed it and mailed it up here. 

General Person. They mailed us a copy of the district report, and on 
the 29th of April the president of the commission sent copies of the 
report to the members of the river commission, for them to study: 
but we have not yet received the views of the river commission on it. 
sir. 

Mr. Smiru. General Hardin told me he mailed it on Wednesday, 
and he said that in the presence of the Chief of Engineers, General 
Itschner. I wish you could check your incoming mail. 

General Person. We checked it this morning and it is not in yet, 
sir. The informal copy of the district engineer’s report is in. 
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Mr. Smiru. Yes. What is the overall cost of the report on the in- 
formal copy ? 

General Prrson. The district engineer estimates the first cost to 
the United States to be $2,183,000. ‘The cost to local interests of pro- 
viding rights-of-way, easements, and so forth, is $715,000, 

Mr. Smrru. What is the benefit-cost ratio? 

General Person. In the district report it is 4.5 to 1, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. That is all 1 wanted to ask you about. 


Uprer Wasasu River, Inv. 


Mr. Davis. General, while you are here, on yesterday we had some 
discussion about this 1 percent local contribution on the project on 
the upper Wabash River in Indiana. Mr. Funderburg testified at 
some length here on it yesterday. There was a contribution of 1 per- 
cent of approximately $45,500,000, or $460,000 as the local contribu- 
tion. 

General Person, was the division engineer there at that time, and 
some of the men here would like to know how you arrived at such a 
small percentage of contribution locally, General. 

General Person. Yes, sir. I think I can explain that. In a nor- 
mal reservoir project there is no local contribution required except 
for the benefits attributed to land enhancement, Of the benefits from 
this upper Wabash project, the benefits attributable to land enhance- 
ment are such that 50 percent of the cost attributable to land enhance- 
ment is 1 percent of the cost of the entire project. 

As you know, there is no congressional action prescribing that 
land-enhancement contribution. That was developed through ad- 
ministrative processes and is now included in Bureau of the Budget 
Circular A-47. So, we charge local interests 50 percent of the share 
of the cost of the project attributable to the land enhancement fea- 
tures. In this case it came out to 1 percent. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then in this case it would be similar to, and the 
same formula is used in this particular project as in other projects? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Mack. General, is there any legislative authority for charging 
a portion of the cost of rivers and harbors projects to local] interests 
because of the recreational aspects, or is that a Bureau of the Budget 
regulation ? 

General Person. I believe that the legislative authority for doing 
that stems from the authorization by the Congress of a project based on 
reports submitted by the Chief of Engineers in which he recommends 
charges to local interests. There is no general legislation that I know 
of requiring that. 

Mr. Mack. That is in the case of recreational features due to a 
rivers and harbors project ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogerrs. I wonder, on this project which has the 1 percent local 
contribution, what are the main benefits there ? 

General Person. Almost all the benefits are prevention of flood 
damages. There is no power in the project; there is no storage of water 
for low flow regulation or pollution abatement. The witness yesterday 











45 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


was under the mistaken apprehension that there was such storage. 
The benefits are purely flood control, and part of the flood-control bene- 
fits are in the enhancement of land values downstream, on which is 
based the 1 percent contribution. 

Mr. McGrecor. I do not know whether you were in the room yes- 
terday, General, when the man who appeared in opposition to this 
project testified. 

General Person. Yes, sir; I was. 

Mr. McGrecor. I believe he left the inference with me that he 
represented the large majority of landowners in the area—the tax- 
payers in the area. In your investigation and in your reports did 
you know of any concerted effort in opposition to the project? 

General Person. Yes, sir. We were aware that some people in the 
reservoir area were opposed to the project, which is normal in all res- 
ervoir projects. 

Mr. McGrecor. Those who are living above the dam, because of 
the flooded areas? 

General Person. Yes, sir. However, the State of Indiana, through 
its flood-control commission, has been extremely active in the project. 
and it is very much interested in and very highly in favor of it. I had 
frequent contacts with the President of the State flood-control and 
water-resources commission and his staff. They were extremely co- 
operative. 

Mr. McGreeor. I understand that the State of Indiana has a flood- 
control commission. Is that right? 

General Person. That is correct. 

Mr. McGrecor. And they are very active in and in favor of this 
particular project ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dootry. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dootey. | understand you to say there would be no pollution 
abatement involved in this project ? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Dootry. Yesterday I was given the impression that there was. 

General Person. The witness was under the misapprehension that 
that was the case, sir. 

Mr. Dootry. I see. Thank you. 

General Person. There is none involved, and we took no benefits in 
justifying the project on that ground. 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Smrru. On the record, do you not think it is more than a coin- 
: dence that the Budget seems to approve the projects in the Republican 
districts ? 
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Mr. McGrecor. I think it would be very interesting if we were to 
check the projects in the area of my good friend from Mississippi. 

Mr. Davis. We will go into executive session now. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the committee went into executive 
session. ) 











RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


MONDAY, JUNE 3, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES. 
ComMiTTer ON Pusiic Works. 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 1302, New 
House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis (chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Flood Control) presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The committee will be in order. 

Is Senator Bush present ? 

Mr. Brennan. Sir, he sent a letter and I do not think he is coming. 

Mr. Davis. The projects in which the Senator is interested, together 
with Congressman Patterson, are as follows: 

Mad River Dam, Hall Meadow Brook and East Branch, Naugatuck 
River. 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Patterson, who is going to 
appear on these Connecticut projects, has been detained in his dis- 
trict, and has asked that his projects be postponed until later, and 
Senator Bush has sent a letter which the clerk has, but if it is agree- 
able with you, the Connecticut River projects can be postponed since 
he will not be able to be here. 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


Nortu BrancH SusQUEHANNA River, N. Y. anno Pa. 


Mr. Davis. Will Congressman Cole please come around ? 

It is early Monday morning, but we can always depend upon our 
good friend and colleague, the Honorable Sterling Cole, to be about 
his business. He is here. 

So, we have passed one project and are delighted to hear from him. 

Gentlemen of the committee, if you will please turn to page 24 of 
the Senate bill you will find this project which is the North Branch of 
the Susquehanna River in New York and Pennsylvania. 

In the hearings before the Senate committee on pages 57 and 58 
you will find under the item “Remarks” the following: 

The committee notes the high economic ratio of this project and the reservoirs 
are considered essential to the flood protection downstream and the local pro- 
tection projects are desirable for relieving local flood conditions. The committee 
has only provided partial authorization for the recommended plan. 

You will remember that this was a project which was before the 
committee last year and on which there was the usual difference of 
opinion between those representing the downstream property owners 
and the upstream property owners. 
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Mr. har sap the committee knows of your intense interest in this pro- 
ject. I do not feel that you are called upon to make a long, exhaustive 
statement, but we would like to hear from you at this time as to how 
you feel in 1957 about these projects. We know how you felt about 
them in 1956. 


STATEMENT OF HON. STERLING COLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Cote. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity of again 
expressing my very great interest in the approval of this project which, 
as the chairman hag indie: ated, was considered by this committee last 
year and not accepted, but was approved by the Senate committee 
and adopted in conference. 

Taking the cue from the chairman, I shall not go into the project 
in great “detail. It results from a resurvey of this area which was 
made by the Army engineers at the request of this committee about 
10 years ago. The usual local opposition has expressed itself against 
the construction of the dry dam reservoirs. Very unfortunately, the 
area benefited by the floodworks is almost immediately across the State 
line from the location of the proposed dams and, therefore, we do not 
have the situation of a representative of the district in which the dam 
is created and to be benefited from the creation of the dam. 

Downstream from these dams within a distance of 15 to 20 miles 
2 of the largest industrial plants in the country are located. One of 
these plants is the Ingersoll-Rand plant, which is one of the largest 
makers of air compressors and a very substantial manufacturer of air 
compressors. Then, 3 or 4 miles further downstream is the Corning 
Glass works. Both of those large industries are immediately the bene- 
ficiaries—their plants are the ‘beneficiaries of these floodworks. 

With respect to the justification of the project and the details of it, 
I shall leave that up to the Army engineers, but I again want to renew 
my very strong feeling that this project is justified, as the Army en- 
gineers will indicate, and hope that the usual local objection w ill not 
persuade the committee to eliminate the item this year as was done last 
year. 

I assume there may be questions of me, and if so, I would be glad 
to answer them, but otherwise I shall defer to the presentation by the 
Army engineers. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you so very much. 

Are there any questions of our colleague, Mr. Cole? 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, I have just one question to ask Mr. 
Cole: 

I notice the Army engineers’ estimate for 1956 sets the local contri- 
bution at $225,000. 

Is that acceptable to the people of the area ? 

Mr. Corr. I am not in a position to speak on that because I do not 
represent the local area. 

' Mr. Mack. The total cost of the reservoirs and improvements is 
laced, as I understand it, at $90 million, of which $30 million is in the 
ill and the contribution previously had been $2,010,000, plus $250,000, 

but in the new estimate, since the cost will be $8 million higher, this 
has increased the cost of the local contribution for the purchase of 
land and rights-of-way and so forth from $2,260,000 to $2,485,000. 
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Mr. Corz. Mr. Mack, I shall have to ask to be excused from respond- 
ing to that question, because I am not familiar with the information 
as to the local contribution and since the location of this dam is not in 
the district that I represent, and therefore, I am not aware of the 
degree of contribution. 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, perhaps I could help in answering 
that question. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Colonel Penney. I wish you would. 


STATEMENT OF COL. HOWARD PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
CIVIL WORKS, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel Penney. Mr. Horace Evans, who is the executive director of 
the New York State Flood Control Commission, testified before this 
committee last year and stated that this project has been approved by 
the Governor of New York. 

The local contribution that Mr. Mack refers to has to do with the 
local protection projects and the cost has been escalated up from the 
survey report, as you indicated, Mr. Mack. 

He stated that the State of New York through the flood control 
commission is prepared to participate as might be required in a con- 
gressional act authorizing these projects both as to maintenance and 
furnishing lands, easements, and rights-of-way, or with respect to any 
other requirements which would normally be made for projects of 
this nature. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Colonel. That answers my question. 

Mr. Davis. I believe Mr. Baldwin has a question. 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cole, I have one question: As far as your district is concerned, is 
there any opposition to this project at all within your district? 

Mr. Cotz. No, sir; none whatever. 

Mr. Batpwin. They are completely favorable to it? 

Mr. Corr. Yes, sir; insistently favorable. 

Mr. Becker. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, with reference to this project, I would 
like to take a moment to discuss it because my own State gets so little in 
all these projects, but once in a while we try to get something where it is 
vitally necessary. That area certainly needs some care. There seems 
to be no doubt about it. The only opposition seems to stem from a 
small section of Pennsylvania; is that correct, Mr. Cole? 

Mr. Corr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brecker. I talked to our colleague, Congressman Bush, who is 
a very nice gentleman, but he feels that his people in the area where 
the dam is going to be located strenuously oppose it. 

Mr. Cole, I presume you know a great deal about that area—the 
Pennsylvania side as well as New York ? 

Mr. Cote. I am generally familiar with it; yes. 

Mr. Becker. You would not know offhand what ill effect from 
your own personal knowledge this would have on the area in Pennsyl- 
yvania which Mr. Bush represents, and which objects to this project ? 

Mr. Cote. Well, from my standpoint the criticism that is usually 
generated locally is without justification because it has been my ob- 
servation in the areas where these dry dams have been constructed the 
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Jand upstream and the area of the reservoir or the basin has been im- 
proved in value over what it was except the portion of land on which 
the dam itself is located. It so happens that this river which rises in 
Pennsylvania and immediately goes into New York eventually returns 
to Pennsylvania so that the people living downstream in Pennsy]- 
vania but in a district different than that in which it originates, would 
be greatly benefited by it. That is the Susquehanna River. 

Mr. Becker. It starts over in Congressman Bush’s district, and goes 
up and comes down again into Pennsylvania, and as I understand it, 
it benefits that other area of Pennsylvania. 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Becker. But the river comes down south again ? 

Mr. Cote. It goes up into New York and then comes back down into 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Becker. Colonel, is there a valid objection to the building of 
those dams as to damages in the Pennsylvania area where they are 
going to be built ? 

Colonel Penney. Mr. Becker, perhaps I can best answer that by 
pointing out the comments of the Governor of Pennsylvania when the 
Chief of Engineers’ report was referred to him for comments, and the 
answers that were given to him by the Chief of Engineers prior to 
transmission of the report to Congress. 

The Governor of Pennsylvania stated that one of his Cabinet mem- 
bers had expressed concern over three points: The possible adverse 
effect of these reservoirs that they might have on the economy of the 
county through the withdrawal of agricultural land from use; and 
secondly, that the railroads and main highways located within the 
reservoir limits might be severely affected and, thirdly, that perhaps a 
more feasible plan. for control of floods in the North Branch of the 
Susquehanna could be provided by a system of smaller dams. 

He requested confirmation of his understanding that the reservoir 
lands would not be completely withdrawn from agricultural use; that 
except for lands occupied by the permanent structures and the small 
permanent pool at the bottom of the reservoir, the land would not be 
taken in fee but would be taken under flowage easement, which would 
permit its continued use and that the land that was taken in fee could 
be continued in use for grazing. 

For example, he pointed out that it seemed the only drawback would 
be inundation when the floodwaters were stored in the reservoir which 
seemed to be a very infrequent occurrence, and he asked that the Chief 
of Engineers confirm this as well as the fact that the smaller dams 
had been studied and that the relocation of highways and railroads 
would be taken care of so as not to have an adverse effect on the trans- 
portation in the area. 

The Chief of Engineers confirmed the understanding of the Gov- 
ernor of Pennsylvania and said with respect to loss of tax revenues 
in Tioga County due to withdrawal of land, the procedure for acqui- 
sition of land was designed to minimize this loss. and he pointed ont 
also that 75 percent of the money obtained by the Government through 
rental of land that has been acquired, under the 1954 Flood Control 
Act, goes back to the local authorities. 

He also confirmed that only the lower portion of the pool would 
be taken in fee, and also that the upper portion on which easements 
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were obtained could be continued in use. He pointed out that acquisi- 
tion in the reservoir area would be done on the basis of impartial ap- 
praisals by experts and that Congress authorizes the Secretary of the 
Army to pay up to 25 percent to owners for dislocation—25 percent 
of the value of their property for dislocation costs. 

He confirmed that the railroad and highway facilities in the reser- 
voir area would be relocated where necessary, at Federal expense, and 
that the relocated roads would provide adequate access in the affected 
areas and that the proposed plans do not require abandonment of any 
major transportation facility. 

Now, with regard to controlling floods by the small dams he acknow!- 
edged that small headwater dams in steep and narrow valleys such as 
these are might in some cases reduce flood peaks, but it was not feasible 
to provide flood control to the degree needed and provided by these 
three reservoirs by these smaller dams. 

He stated that sites for smaller reservoirs had been investigated 
on the tributaries of the Tioga River and it had been determined that 
the smaller dams that would be necessary to provide the required flood 
control would be excessively high, numerous, and costly. 

Mr. Beckrr. Now, was this the report which you gave to the Gov- 
ernor of Pennsylvania, and were these the answers? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Was there a reply from the Governor of Pennsyl- 
vania ? 

Colonel Penney. No, sir; there was no reply after that. It was 
considered that these answers responded to the questions raised by 
the Governor, and he had asked for confirmation. 

Mr. Brcxer. He has taken no position objecting to it? 

Colonel Penney. It was considered that in view of these answers 
that the transmittal of the report to Congress was warranted, together 
with the Governor’s questions, and the Chief of Engineers’ answers, 
sir. 

Mr. Brecker. So, it is assumed from your report that the only satis-. 
factory way to end this question of floods in the upper Susquehanna 
would be through the construction of the high dams in the area where 
they are proposed to be located ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. We consider that they are urgently 
needed for flood control on the north branch of the Susquehanna Biveis 
sir. 
Mr. Becxer. Would you say that the need for them far surpasses 
any possible damage which might occur to this area in Pennsylvania ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; 1 would. 

Mr. Becker. In other words, the damage that has occurred or which 
is likely to occur again in the New York area of the Susquehanna 
River far exceeds any partial damage to the farmlands in the Penn- 
sylvania area? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir, and that is because, Mr. Becker, in the 
computations of the costs of a project on which the benefit-cost ratio 
is based the value of the land that is to be acquired is included in the 
cost of the project as one of the costs which has to be paid, sir. 

Mr. Brecker. On many of these projects which come before us—- 
and you have been working on these matters with us, Colonel—invari- 
ably these is always, shall we say, a little disadvantage in some area, 
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but. we have vo do the greater good for another area, and that is what 
is contemplated to be done here and is the plan that has been evolved 
by the Corps of Engineers; is it not ¢ 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir, and that is something, as you 
oll are aware, that is inherent in flood control. 

Mr. Becker. We have had that on occasions before. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel, you referred to the entire area behind the dams 
being flooded only infrequently. By “infrequent,” what do you 
mean? Do you mean once a year, once in 3 years, or once in 5 years? 

Colonel Penney. No, sir; once, perhaps, in 150 years, sir. 

Mr. Mack. How much land would be permanently taken out of use 
by the building of these dams? 

Colonel Penney. Actually, the conservation pools behind the dams 
would be just a few hundred : acres. The total land in the three reser- 
voir areas, or the acreage, is about 5,500 acres, sir, of which about 4,000 
acres would be below the 5-year flood line, and which would be ac- 
quired in fee, but with the provision that on the basis of rentals it 
could be continued in use for grazing. The land above that 5-year 
tiood line would simply be a flowage easement and on that where the 
infrequency of the flooding would warrant it, the agriculture could 
continue, sir. 

Mr. Mack. This 4,000 acres would be taken out of cultivation only 
for short periods of time during the heavy runoff of water; is that 
correct ¢ 

Colonel Penney. It is below the line where we estimate that the 
flooding would occur once in 5 years, sir, and it probably would be 
warranted to continue in grazing. Whether or not it would be worth 
while to continue it in agriculture would have to be determined by the 
local users. 

Mr. Mack. Then, the possibility is that this 4,000 acres could be 
taken out of high yield crops, and put into lesser yield crops for short 
periods of time? 

Colonel Penney. I think that is a reasonable statement, sir. 

Mr. Davis. I believe Mr. Brown has a question. 

Mr. Brown. Has there been a lot of flooding in that area, Colonel ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; there have been a number of floods. The 
three floods of record, sir, were 1935, 1936, and 1946, on the north 
branch of the Susqueh: inna and the total damages of those floods in 
that period were about $80 million, plus the loss of 34 lives. 

Were those floods to recur under the present stage of the economic 
development, the monetary loss would exceed $120 million. 

Mr. Brown. Have those plants which are located below the pro- 
posed site that the distinguished Congressman mentioned—and Corn- 
ing Glass was one of them—ever been flooded 4 

Colonel Penney. I think they have in the distant past, sir—I am 
sure they have—but that is an interesting matter, because there is 2 
local protection project at Corning that was authorized by Congress, 
and which has been built. 

In 1946 the flood came along and the water rose to within 6 inches 
there of the top of the levees. Those levees, and the other local pro- 
tection projects downstream, are predicated on this reservoir control 
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which is not yet available. It creates a very unsatisfactory and dan- 
gerous situation. 

As you can see, had the water overtopped the Corning levees, there 
would have been disaster and, of course, a danger of loss of life, sir. 

Mr. Brown. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Davis. The engineers recommended this project, and the Bu- 
reau of the Budget expressed no objection, and we have sought to give 
every consideration and courtesy to our colleague, Mr. Bush. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to "ask one question of 
Colonel Penney, if I may. 

Mr. Davis. You may proceed. 

Mr. Scupper. The reservoirs will be located in one county and the 
benefits in a country farther downstream ; is that right? 

Colonel Penney. That is substantially correct. ‘However, sir, some 
of the benefits will be in Tioga County. There are a couple of towns, 
Lawrenceville and Tioga, immediately below the reservoirs that are 
in the same county, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. I do not care to belabor this point, but is there any 
allowance being made for reimbursing the people upstream for the 
amount of land they are to lose in taxes? 

Mr. Brecker. Up to 25 percent of the loss of their land, is it not? 

Colonel Penney. The land that is acquired is acquired by the Fed- 
eral Government, and they are paid the appraised value. ‘The Secre- 

tary of the Army is authorized by the Congress to pay up to an addi- 
tional 25 percent for the necessary relocation costs. 

Mr. Davis. Gentlemen, I think Mr. Cole pretty well covered the 
situation, and it has been a pleasure to have him appear before the 
committee. 

Mr. Cotx. Mr. Chairman, I wish to take this opportunity to thank 
you, and the other members of the committee, for considering this 
item and, of course, I hope that you will approve it. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, sir. 

Gentlemen of the committee, some of you did not hear it, but our 
colleague, Mr, Patterson, was unable to be here. Therefore, we will 
have to pass the matter of the taste River, and the Hall Meadow Brook 
as well as the East Branch, Naugatuck River projects, over until to- 
morrow. 

I have started a new file on these matters because the other one got 
so big, but if you will keep this memorandum furnished you by the 
clerk of the committee and will bring the Senate bill bac ‘k with you 
tomorrow, it will be helpful to you. 

According to the clerk’s memorandum on Tuesday, tomorrow we will 
hear from Mr. Abernethy, and Congressman Gathings, our colleague, 
and if you will make a notation, you will find Congressman Aber- 
nethy’ S project on page 26 of the Senate bill and C ongressman Gath- 
ings’ project on page 27 of the same bill. 

On Wednesday ‘and Thursd: iy we take up the Millwood Reservoir, 
and we will hear from Senator Kerr and Congressman Harris. These 
projects appear on page 29 of the bill. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, I think at that point Congressman 
Albert also would like to be here, if time permits. 

Mr. Davis. Allright. That is an understandable thing. 
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On page 2 of your memorandum we have the Shell Creek project, 
which is a new project, and we will hear from our colleague, Congress- 
man Harrison. 

Then, on Monday, 1 week from today, we have for consideration the 
White River Projects, and at that time shall hear from Congressman 
Trimble. That project can be found on page 29. Iam doing this now 
because we have a little time left here. We will hear from Mr. 
LeCompte on the DeMoines River project, which appears on page 33 
of the Senate bill. We will also hear from Senator Case and Con- 
gressman McGovern will be here on Monday, June 10, with reference 
to the Missouri River Basin. You will find that on page 35. Then, 
we have the Elm River Dam on which Senator Case has been invited 
to testify and which project can be found on page 37 of the bill. On 
Tuesday, tomorrow week, we will hear from our colleague, Congress- 
man Kenneth J. Gray on the Saline River in Illinois, and also from 
our colleague Congressman B. F. Sisk, on the Buchanan and Hidden 
Reservoirs in California. 

The Saline River project can be found on page 38 and the Buchanan 
and Hidden Reservoirs on page 42. Then, we will have some dis- 
cussion about Bruces Eddy Reservoir on Wednesday, June 12, which 
project appears on page 44 of the bill. 

So, you see, gentlemen, while you were away yesterday resting, I 
was working on my homework. 

Mr. Becker. We compliment you, sir. 

I would like to go back a little on these items, going back to the bot- 
tom of page 1 and the top of page 2, which covers the schedule for 
Wednesday. What page is that on? 

Mr. Davis. Page 29. 

Mr. Becker. Then, going over to page 2 I find the Shell Creek 
project. 

Mr. Davis. That is a new project. That is our last new one. That 
is Mr. Harrison’s project, who will be here on Thursday. 

Mr. Becker. On what page of the bill does that project appear ? 

Mr. Davis. It isa beatitéerr project, which came in after the Senate 
disposed of this bill. 

Mr. Becker. On what page of the bill was Mr. Cole’s project ? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Cole’s project was on page 24. 

Mr. Becker. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Gentlemen, I believe we have time now to hear an oral report on 
the trip which was just recently made by one of our special commit- 
tees. By the way, I appreciate the attendance of so many on this 


Monday morning. I do hope everyone will make it a point to be here 
promptly at 10 o’clock tomorrow, and we will hear briefly from Con- 
gressman Abernethy and Congressman Gathings. 

We have time now to hear a verbal report from our committee, which 
went out to the stricken flood area last week, and made a hard trip. 
We will be glad to hear from you, Mr. Edmondson, at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ED EDMONDSON, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Epmonpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Special Subcommittee on Floods in the Southwest inspected 
flood damage in Oklahoma and in Texas and parts of Arkansas and 
Kansas, flying approximately 1,700 miles over the flooded area and 
viewed about 1.5 million acres of flooded lands in those 4 States on 
Thursday and Friday. 

We held hearings on Thursday and on Saturday. 

The preliminary damage estimates by the Army engineers place the 
damage total in Texas and Oklahoma alone at well over $100 million, 
and I have little doubt, personally, that the total will exceed $150 
million in these two States when final tabulations are made. 

teens I talked this morning to people in Oklahoma and 

ard from people who had talked to representatives in Texas and 
seared that the heavy rains which have contributed so much to this 
situation are continuing today. They had another flash flood in 
Texas yesterday and the reservoirs are continuing to spill over their 
spillways in several parts of both those States. 

We would like permission, Mr. Chairman, to file and to submit a 
written report with more complete information and more detailed 
recommendations at the earliest possible date if that permission can be 
given to us. 

I think these conclusions stand out in my mind at this time. In the 
first place—and these are personal for my own part, and are not com- 
mittee recommendations or conclusions—while existing flood-control 
projects prevented approximately $118 million in damages; that: is, 
projects now in place, in the States of Oklahoma and Texas there are 
presently authorized projects which have not yet been built which 
would have prevented at least $50 million more in damage. 

I feel, and I think this is a conclusion, that I know my colleagues 
share, that some way must be found to expedite these presently aut hor- 
ized projects, and to eliminate the present time lag in construction 
between the authorization date and the construction start, and actual 
construction. 

The sad fact to contemplate is that some of these authorized dams 
would have prevented millions of dollars in damages and they were 
authorized as long ago as 1936 or 1944, and no start has been made 
on them. 

This committee should consider at once also, I believe, the problem 
presented to farmers by the operation of flood-control reservoirs when 
that operation necessarily results in flooding of long duration. 

As you know, it is more moderate flooding but of longer duration 
than they would have otherwise, making it impossible for the farmers 
to make a crop on the flooded land after the normal flood period has 
ended. We found that situation below several reservoirs where the 
holding back of the flood had prevented a much higher flood crest, but 
then the flood releases which were necessary thereafter to provide 
some more flood storage with rains continuing, were creating a flood 
period of much longer time than would be present otherwise for 
farmers in the bottomlands below these reservoirs. I think this is a 
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problem that the committee is going to have to give some attention to 
because it seems to be basic to the situation, especially when you do not 
have a completion of the entire system that has been planned, and 
only part of the dam is completed. The result of trying to operate 
with only one dam in a flood valley, where two dams are authorized 
and planned, is just about like trying to fight with one hand tied 
behind you. The interim situation that exists is providing to be a very 
painful one for some of the farmers in the area below some of these 
existing dams. 

Finally, I know that this committee has no direct control over the 
problem, but I am convinced that an immediate flood-disaster program 
of much more generous proportions than presently planned is impera- 
tive in the Southwest if we are to prevent financial ruin for literally 
thousands of farmers in the flooded area. We have an area where they 
have just completed 5 to 7 years of drought and now with the best crop 
prospects that they have had in 5 to 7 years, these farmers see their 
lands completely flooded; they see their crops that they had in the 
ground destroyed—absolutely destroyed—and they see their credit at 
the banks gone, and they see absolutely no future for themselves and 
their families at this moment with these rains still falling, and no way 
to get this land back in production. <A lot of the land is still under 
flooded conditions, and is weet to be under flooded conditions for 
30 to 40 more days in some areas in the State of Oklahoma. I do not 
know whether the c csmeibions wants to hear at this time any more detail 
on this report or not. I would say this: that the floods we saw in the 
Milwood area down in southeastern Oklahoma and southwestern Ar- 
kansas certainly demonstrated to me that it is imperative we have some 
flood-control measures in that area; that is, in the legislation that we 
are now considering, S. 497. 

I also think you cannot look at the picture in the Arkansas Valley, 
in the area in the northeastern part of Oklahoma and southwestern 
Arkansas where we have a great authorized program on the lawbooks 
and substantial programs underway, without being convinced that we 
need very much to carry through these authorized programs at the 
sarliest possible date. We have a situation on these rivers, several 
of them, where 1 or 2 dams are trying to do the job where plans call 
for 4 or 5 dams to do the job in those areas. 

Mr. Davis. You have made a very fine preliminary report. I won- 
der if Mr. Byrnes cares to add anything at this time. 

Mr. Byrnes. I want to endorse every word of the report of our 
colleague, Mr. Edmondson. As a matter of visual evidence, we flew 
over that area, sometimes at a height of approximately 500 feet, and 
saw with our own eyes the breakthrough and the damage. We also 
saw the good work on the projects that are in existence. We also saw 
the need for additional facilities, or supplementary projects, to mini- 
mize the destruction. 

As outlined by Mr. Edmondson, that country, as a matter of record, 
has been struck before by drought. I never had an opportunity to see 
it during that period of time, but from the volume of water and 
devastation from floods that we saw, it is almost beyond the realm of 
imagination to even picture the contrast. I know it is there. I know 
it is existent. As Mr. Edmondson says, here is a country that has 
been struck by drought. The economical limits of the people are 
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stretched to such a point that they cannot stand much more. Now, 
the ravages of water are upon them so close to the ravages of drought. 

Not only did we hear from expert witnesses, but we heard from the 
people who have been suffering. You can see that some of the people 
have reached the point of not only exhaustion but desperation. They 
just cannot stand any more. 

That is just about the situation. 

We saw so much water that I kept kidding my colleagues. I said, 

“Do you think these rains are on the square?” I thought perhaps they 
had somebody up there punctur ing the clouds. I got seasick looking 
at the water. It was out of this world. 

There is no doubt about it, if all of our colleagues could see what 
we saw, then the necessity and the advisability for additional projects 
would be seen. 

We saw the Arkansas River. At one point it was 9 miles wide. It is 
terrific what they have to put up with down there. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I would like to express my personal appreciation 
to this committee for making it possible for us to make this inspection 
trip, and I would like to thank the members of the subcommittee who 
went along and who were so patient during the hearing. One of the 
hearings lasted about 614 hours without an interruption. I would 
like to thank the staff people who did such a grand job of coordination 
at the different points along the route, and also the Army engineers 
who really made mi agnificent arrangements for our local inspections, 
and for the hearings held. I think from the standpoint of bringing our 
committee into the area of disaster and hearing at first hand the situ- 
ation, a great deal of good was done for the committee, and I hope a 
great deal of good will result for the area that has been hit so hard. 

Mr. Byrnes. Supplementing what Mr. Edmondson has said, and 
I have said, I was impressed also with the fact that the estimates of 
damage, as has been heretofore outlined, are not excessive, but in fact 
on the modest side. 

Mr. Davis. On the low side? 

Mr. Byrnes. On the low side. The record that was made there in 
Oklahoma and Texas not only justifies the size of the figures hereto- 
fore shown, but there are additional elements of damage that were not 
taken into consideration at all. For instance, the loss of manpower 
hours. As the testimony showed, it ran into millions of hours. ‘There 
were many indirect damages that were not taken into those totals at all. 
I think that they would add to many millions of dollars. 

With reference to the hearings, Mr. Edmondson did a terrific job 
in Oklahoma and Mr. Wright did a terrific job in Texas. Mr. Edmond- 
son called some 45 witnesses during that period of time that he men- 
tioned, and Mr. Wright a smaller number. Everybody that wanted 
to be heard, pro or con, for or against, any particular part of this proj- 
ect, was given an opportunity to be heard or file a statement. There 
was terrific interest and a great number of people in attendance. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I thank the gentleman for those kind words. 

Mr. Davis. I am sure that we all appreciate the work of this special 
subcommittee. It was far from a “junket.” Sometimes I think the 
people back home do not realize the earnestness with which we ap- 
proach these matters. This question of floods is not peculiar to any 
particular section of our country. 
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I remember in the fall of 1955, much to the surprise of this great 
country of ours, we had those floods in New England as a result of 
the tornadoes. The disturbances overhead kicked up such a situation 
down below in the streams, and with the heavy downpour of rain they 
had in certain sections of New England, for the first time an experience 
with floods which was very, very disastrous. 

Now, you will find in the Southwest a great many people have been 
saying—“Oh, well, it only rains in certain parts of Texas once in 7 
years, but when it rains we should be prepared to a reasonable extent 
to take care of that water.” 

I think that Mr. Edmondson has made a very strong point, in which 
Mr. Byrnes concurs, that this estimate is on the low side to be sure 
and some $50 million of damage could have been avoided if the pro- 
gram had been accelerated. 

Then the very strong point he makes, in my judgment, is that exist- 
ing projects account for a saving of more than $100 million in damages 
which otherwise would have occurred. So I think we owe an obliga- 
tion to the Congress to inform it as we approach this bill on which 
we are working so conscientiously, and to say to the country as a whole 
that this whole bugaboo of a pork barrel is just not fair when all of 
us try to evaluate the needs of the country asa whole. The longer I 
live the more I am convinced that what affects the economy and the 
happiness of one section of this country affects all of the land, and 
when the economy of this great southwestern section is affected it af- 
fects all of the rest of us, whether we sell goods to them or buy from 
them, or what not. 

After all, we should not forget the human equation should come 
first. I am sure we will be glad to hear a formal report, though I am 
sure we all recognize that you have already made a very full report. 

Mr. Becker. I am certainly pleased with the report made by the 
committee, It was done in all seriousness and in the best interests of 
all concerned. 

Since Mr. Edmondson stated that each project was authorized back 
in 1936 and 1944, is not this more a matter of bringing this report 
to the attention of the Appropriations Committee, in view of the 
fact that the authorizations are already made, so we can try to get 
some action by that committee to expedite the work? Here we have 
a report drawn by the committee. I would be glad to sign a state- 
ment for the Appropriations Committee pointing up the necessity 
for some action in this regard. I do not know what further we can 
do as a committee authorizing projects. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Epmonpson. On the point that the gentleman makes, our Okla- 
homa delegation requested last week of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee an opportunity to present new evidence on the flood situation in 
Oklahoma. We have today in my mail from the chairman of the 
committee the advice that our projects have already been marked 
up by the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Davis. You are just asrightascanbe. Allof this is cumulative. 
I think that we have a responsibility to do it. 

Mr. Batpwin. On that point, it seems to me we have a gap in our 
procedure, that is, we work very diligently through the authorization 
stage, and then after the projects are authorized, why, we have no 
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followup whatsoever and therefore a project may sit, as Mr. Ed- 
mondson says, for 5, 10, 15 or 20 years before it gets any funds, 

I wonder ‘if we could not establish some kind of a fellowup. 

It is not just the Appropriations Committee, it is the order of 
priority established by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
the Budget which to a large extent determines which funds get into 
the budget, and if there are no funds in the budget, of course, there 
is a very limited chance of getting them into the appropriations bill. 

I wonder if we could not establish some followup procedure. Say, 
after 10 years, ask for a report from the Corps of Engineers and the 
Bureau of the Budget, maybe both of them, as to why in that 10 
years the Bureau of ‘the Budget and the C orps of Engineers have not 
yet requested funds for the w vork on the projects. I think that would 
be completely within the province of this committee. I think that 
we have a great gap here as we a authorize and then for all practical 
purposes forget “about a project. 

Mr. Jones. I certainly want to predicate the statement I am about 
to make and say that I do not want to cast any reflections on anybody 
from the great Southwest, but certainly the lack of diligence could 
not be attr ‘ibuted to this committee about the prosecution of authorized 
projects in Oklahoma and the Southwest because a great debate has 
been going on there among the people themselves, one group headed 
by Mr. Elmer Peterson, the editor of the Daily Oklahoman, to the 
effect that—we do not need any dam. All we need is a series of fish- 
ponds around here; therefore, we will suspend taking the people’s land 
for the purpose of having flood-control reservoirs. I will say, Mr. 
Edmondson, evidently the views of Mr. Peterson not only prevail 
there, but they go over to Tuttle Creek, the Republican River, and 
the Blue River. 

We had one of the worst floods of record out there in 1951. I think 
certainly the people there now have had a firm and conclusive demon- 
stration that if you are going to handle large volumes of water you 
are going to have to have reservoir capacity to contain that water ‘for 
a sufficient length of time to let a normal runoff process take place. I 
do not think it has been entirely the fault of the Public Works Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Batpwty. I did not make my comment in way of criticism of 
the Public Works Committee, but I think we have a gap in our pro- 
cedure and we should give some consideration to ways and means of 
getting control over that gap. 

Mr. Becker. You mentioned men ysis and I think every member 
of the committee will agree with it. Ever since I have been on the 
committee I have been more or ae on the defensive, publiewise, be- 
cause of newspaper stories about this committee being a pork-barrel 
committee and the bills we bring out being pork-barrel bills. I try to 
explain these things and when I have an audience I find myself very 
successful. 

We do not have any forum whereby we can get this over to the 
public. Why could we not develop a project in this committee whereby 
we could get out a story on this? Take this project here, for ex: imple, 
authorized way back in 1936 and 1944 by the committee. Then I could 
put out a release in my area and you could get up a story here in some 
form, and I could tell my district what it means there. 
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This is not a pork-barrel bill. I think that we ought to have some 
means of getting something to the public and with 34 members of the 
committee we would be covering a great part of the country. 

As you say, Mr. Chairman, what affects one part of the country ad- 
versely also affects another part of the country adversely. I think that 
we should try to get some kind of work done on this subject. It has 
been kicked around in the newspapers too much. I may say that a 
few weeks ago this bill was mentioned in a New York newspaper in 
effect as another pork-barrel bill that the President vetoed last year 
He did not veto it as a pork-barrel bill. We know why he vetoed it. 
The reason that we are trying so hard to get it in shape this year is so 
that the President will have every reason to sign it. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I merely want to comment a moment on what my 
good friend from Alabama said on the subject to the great debate in 
Oklahoma. There have been much noisier debates in very, very small 
rooms than we have going on on this subject in the State of Oklahoma. 
The gentleman that my collea gue from Alabama mentioned is not the 
editor of the Daily Oklahoman, but a columnist for the Daily Oklaho- 
man, whose following is indicated by the fact the entire Oklahoma del- 
egation in both the House and the Senate, the Governor of the State, 
our legislature practically unanimously, and the chambers of commerce 
of practically every city in the State of Oklahoma have taken a position 
directly contrary to this misguided prophet in the wilderness named 
Peterson. His ideas are not shared by the people of the State of Okla- 
homa to any extent whatsoever. He does have merit, I think, in the 
proposition we need to give attention to the watershed. 

Mr. Davis. You have to have a balanced program. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I can go along with that idea, of giving attention 
to the watersheds and the upstream portions, but he is completely out 
in left field as far as he can get. The people in my State are con- 
vinced, our delegation is convinced, our Governor and the legislature 
are all convinced, that we need a balanced and coordinated program 
that combines the big reservoirs, with the services they render, with 
the upstream watershed approach. This is something on which I can 
say our State is united. We believe that the committee has dealt most 
generously with our State. We have no complaint against this com- 
mittee, or against the Congress in this field. 

I do think that there is merit in the suggestion by the gentleman 
from California that we should find some procedure whereby there 
could be some followup on an authorization that has been voted by 
this committee and the Congress, and the followup on this subject of 
appropriations should not be the lone responsibility of the individual 
whose district is affected. We should get the combined weight and 
power and authority of this committee behind the followup. I think 
if we worked out some procedure to do that we would be much more 
effective in getting the job done that this committee is trying to get 
done. 

One reason I am proud to be on this committee is because I think 
the future good this committee does for this country in terms of water 
conservation and in terms of solving this ever-increasing problem of 
water for our country will not be exceeded by any other committee in 
the House of Representatives. We are dealing with something as 
precious as lifeblood itself to a nation, and that is its future water 


supply. 
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Mr. Davis. I agree with you. This water resource program is going 
to become more and more important in the very immediate future. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, there are now authorized about $4.7 bil- 
lion of flood-control projects. Congress appropriates each year about 
$300 million to carry out these projects. If Congress proceeds at the 
present rate of appropriations it will require at least 15 years to build 
the projects now on the books. If some water authority like Mr. Jones 
could develop a plan whereby we could get flood-control protection on 
the same basis that we are handling the highway problem, it would 
be a great contribution to the country. 

General Persons testified the other day that for every dollar the Na- 
tion spends for flood control we are getting back about $2 in benefits. 

I point to a case in my district with which I am familiar, the lower 
Columbia. We had a great flood in 1948. It was at that time the 
second largest flood in the amount of damage in the entire history of 
the country. The damage was $104 million. This committee very 
promptly faced that emergency and provided an authorization for 
the expenditure of some $2 ‘million to provide relief protection in that 
area for any flood of that magnitude. That authorization has been 
on the books since 1948. With the exception of a few thousand dol- 
lars here and there, we have not been able to secure appropriations 
for this project from either the Truman administration or the Eisen- 
hower administration. It is not a political matter. There is some- 
thing wrong in the executive department when some long-range plan 
for flood control is not laid down so that we can take care of these 
projects and take care of the floods before they happen. We are up 
against an emergency situation. We are all eager to do something 
about it. All over the country these flood projects exist. The Con- 
gress and the administration should lay down some long-range pro- 
gram something like the plan for building our highways. Such long- 

“ange planning would render real benefits to the people of all areas of 
the country. 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Becker raised a point as to pub- 
licity. The other day I remember Mr. Smith talked upon the same 
thing. 

To my way of thinking the word “junket” is overdone and the 
seriousness and the educational aspects of these things are minimized. 

The other day we went out of Washington on this trip and there 
were half a dozen professionals from the newspaper world with us, 
from the AP, the UP, and the other services, ladies and gentlemen, 
and every one of those people poured in stories of the character that 
would be along the line of educating the people of the United States 
of America. I think when we have a project such as mentioned by 
Mr. Smith and others and when the educational importance of these 
trips is emphasized we will minimize this “junket” thought. 

Mr. Davis. I want to thank all who have contributed to ) this discus- 
sion. 

I think some morning when we have a chance we ought to crystal- 
lize these suggestions which you have made here this morning. 

If there is no objection, our colleague and our dear friend, Mr. 
Bush, has arrived. We had concluded the matter that we are going to 
hear from you on. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ALVIN R. BUSH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Busu. I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you and 
the subcommittee. As you know, it is one that I served on and I was 
very much disappointed when I was not reassigned to it. I still feel 
the effects of it. 

Mr. Davis. We have certainly missed you. No man has ever en- 
deared himself any more than you have to the rest of us. We miss 
you all the time. 

Mr. Busn. Thank you. It is very kind of you to say that. 

I appreciate your allowing me to return to explain my position in 
behalf of my people relative to the North Branch of the Susquehanna 
River. 

This project, most of it, is to be built in my district. Mr. Cole, our 
colleague from New York State, has been very much interested in it. 

Certainly there is no one more interested in flood control than I. I 
think it is one of the most essential things we have facing our country 
today. However, the people in the northeastern part of my district 
are opposed to this project. I have had about six people come to me 
in favor of it. 

The North Branch of the Susquehanna runs through some of my 
district and at other points it borders my district. As a result, there 
is no big ery for this project. 

If you will examine this project, the cost-benefit ratio will be found 
to be very small. My people in Tioga County, in which the larger dam 
is to be built, are very much opposed to it. The county commissioners 
are opposed to it. I therefore suggest that you delay action until these 
people are notified and given an opportunity to appear before you and 
give you the benefit of their views. 

I want to take this opportunity to thank you for giving me this 
much time. 

Mr. Batpwtn. Could you tell us how many people are actually going 
to be personally affected by these dams? A lot of times there is oppo- 
sition to dams developed outside the area, but could you give us the 
number of people who would personally be affected adversely ? 

Mr. Busu. I do not know that I can tell you that because I do not 
have the number of people. It is in a sparsely populated area. But 
it is very valuable farmland. In fact, it is one of the greatest farming 
areas in Tioga County. 

Mr. Mack. What type of products are raised on the acreage that 
would be flooded by the reservoir ? 

Mr. Busu. Mostly vegetables and celery. It is low bottom land and 
very fertile. Asa result, that is the kind of farming that is going on 
there. 

Mr. Mack. A crop with a very high yield per acre ? 

Mr. Busn. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. If the reservoirs are built and the farmers are allowed to 
use the land at their own risk, they will probably have to confine 
themselves to grazing crops and the yield would be rather low? 

Mr. Busu. It would depend upon what kind of a dam was put in 
there. If it was a low flow dam they might be able to continue to 
use some of the land. If there is a flood, it will be covered with water. 
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Mr. Byrnes. How many different farmers would be affected in the 
area that would be covered by these waters ? 

Mr. Busu. I do not know how many there would be. I have never 
counted them. That is the reason I am asking the committee to delay 
its decision until the opponents have a chance to come in and furnish 
all that information. I think it is only fair to them. 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Davis. We are delighted to recognize the former chairman of 
this committee, a man for whom we have the highest regard, Mr. 
Dondero. He happened to drop in on us. I want you to know, Mr. 
Dondero, any time you can spare the time there will always be a seat 
for you on this committee. You do not have to sit back there when 
youcome in. [ Applause. ] 

Mr. Epmonpson. May I ask a question regarding the dam that we 
have been discussing? What percentage of this $90 million cost is land 
acquisition? Can the engineer answer that ? 

Colonel Penney. I do not have that information immediately avail- 
able. I willsupply it for the record, sir. 

(The information is as follows. ) 

The estimated cost of lands to be acquired by the Federal Government for the 
reservoir projects is $2,900,000. 

Mr. Davis. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock 
promptly tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
the following day at 10 a.m.) 














RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


TUESDAY, JUNE 4, 1957 


Houss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic WORKS, 
Washington, D. C. 


The committe met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 1302, New 
House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis (chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Flood Control) presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The committee will be in order. 

We dispatched our business exceedingly well yesterday, and I hope 
we can have the same result today. 


‘ToMBIGBEE River, Miss. anp ALA. 


If the members of the committee will turn to your little note sheet, 
you will find that we are considering today, on page 26 of the Senate 
bill, the Tombigbee River in Mississippi and Alabama, and also we 
are going to hear from Congressman Gathings. 

We will hear first from Congressman Rbieacthy, and then shall 
hear from Mr. Elliott, from Alabama, if he is here. 

You will find Congressman Gathings’ project on page 27 of the 
Senate bill. 

You will recall that last year we had quite a lengthy hearing on 
this Tombigbee River, and I may save just a little time by recalling 
to your memory a statement that the Tombigbee River is a name very 
familiar to all of us because one of our very Tetingnishad predecessors 
who is not now a Member of Congress talked about the Tombigbee 
almost every week at every session, but he was thinking about the 
navigation possibilities of the river; I recall his words about giving 
a slack-water route for water-freight transportation to the country, 
and what it would do and so on and so forth. 

With all due respect to him, the people along that river were hav- 
ing recurring floods. I dislike putting this harsh language in the 
record, but those people were eking out a living such as it was, and 
such as it is. They were engaged in agriculture. The production of 
their land was not great, but they were getting by and making a liv- 
ing, such as it was, and I can say with a considerable amount of happi- 
ness, but every year the Tombigbee would flood. Now we come to 
the engineers, and they say that this is an important project, and 
should be done, but that the people in that area should make a con- 
tribution of $7 million toward its completion. 

After long hearings and much thought, our colleague, Mr. Cramer, 
from Florida, came up with a suggestion which was accepted by the 
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committee that instead of $7 million, that we ask them to raise about 
$1.5 million, 

Mr. Mack, do you remember the exact figure ¢ 

Mr. Mack. I believe it was $1,575,000. 

Mr. Davis. The Senate in rehearing this matter earlier this year 
came up with the same general reasoning as did this committee, but 
they lowered the contribution to $1,073,000. 

If you will pardon a statement from the Chair, I think that after 
all of our diligent work last year that we ought to start out on the 
assumption that we think our reasoning was “correct last year, and 
that the Senate has gone a little bit too far in trying to relieve the 
situation such as this. 

Colonel Penney, do you have anything or any information which 
would supplement that which I have given in a very broad, general 
way ! 


STATEMENT OF COL. HOWARD PENNEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
CIVIL WORKS, OFFICE OF CHIEF 0F ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Colonel Penney. Mr. Chairman, I think that you have summarized 
the situation, and I have nothing additional to offer, sir. There has 
been no change in the project since it was discussed last year. 

Mr. Davis. “Colonel, is 1t true that that genet ral area suffered an- 
other flood damage in the early days of 1957, this year. 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. There was a high water down there; 
that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Was there a flood down there or just high water? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, I do not know the extent of the flood d: amage. 

Mr. Brecker. I am sure that somebody sitting on your right over 
there who is bobbing up knows the answer. 

Mr. Asernetuy. I have got it. 

Mr. Davis. I think we can save time by hearing from Congressman 
Abernethy now. 

Mr. Dempsey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to find out one thing: 

Why is this large figure assessed against the local people? It is 
my understanding that it is a low-income area, to some extent, and 
the farmers are operating under a quota on their cotton production, 
and so forth. I do not see why that figure should be this high. 

Mr. Davis. Colonel, what was the basis considered by the Corps of 
Engineers in determining the land benefits ? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the basis of the assessment was on the basis 
of a change in land use as contained, I believe, in the report from 
the current farm practices and the current use of the land, sir, to- 
gether with the flood damage reduction. 

In other words, there was found to be a change in land use which 
gave rise to a recommendation under the guidelines of the Bureau of 
the Budget Circular A-47 for a contribution proportional to 50 per- 
cent of those enhancement benefits, which is the rule we follow. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point? 

Mr. Davis. Surely. 

Mr. Mack. Colonel Penney, how long has this policy been in effect 
whereby you charge local interests for land enhancement ? 

Colonel Penney. I believe that was put into effect in December 1952, 


sir. 
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Mr. Mack. Who put this rule into effect? Was it put into effect by 
the Congress, by the Bureau of the Budget, or the Corps of Army 
Engineers ? 

Colonel Penney. The Bureau of the Budget issued their circular, 
AZ, which stated that that was the guide under which reports 
would be reviewed. 

Mr. Mack. The Congress has taken no action as to whether that is 
a proper method or not, or whether it should be a policy to be followed ? 

Colonel PENNEY. No, sir; they have not in general. 

Mr. Mack. Is this the same principle that applies to increasing the 
charges to the local community for benefits accruing to the recreation 
or fishing crafts as river and harbor projects? 

Colonel Penney. It is a very similar thing, sir. The recreational 
boating benefits are assessed on the basis of that being a local benefit, 
and there is a contribution recommended in that case similar to this, 

Mr. Mack. Is the Corps of Engineers compelled to accept the direc- 
tives of the Bureau of the Budget in such matters? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, this circular provides the only guides that we 
have, and we use it as a guide, sir, and we generally follow it. 

Mr. Mack. Has the Army engineers or the Bureau of the Budget 
given any consideration to proposing a different formula than they 
have had since 1952 ? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, the Army engineers made a report to the 
Bureau of the Budget, I believe, in 1953, with a suggestion that in order 
to get a more uniform shari ing of costs on local flood protection projects 
in recognition of the fact that there is a considerable variation among 
projects, depending on the cost of the lands and the relocations and 
this enhancement, that there might be considered a flat percentage of 
cost sharing on local flood protection projects, but nothing has been 
done with that, tomy knowledge, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Is it not a very difficult regulation to enforce equitably ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; I think in all honesty you can say it is, 
sir, because even under the guides that are furnished by the flood con- 
trol laws with regard to local cooperation for lands and relocations 
and maintenance and operations, we find a large variation in the cost 
to local interests, to comply with those requirements and, then, in 
addition to that the land enhancement that is recommended, of course, 
varies among projects depending upon the amount of enhancement that 
is found. 

Mr. Mack. Was this one of the items which caused the President to 
veto the bill? Was it mentioned in his veto message ? 

Colenel Penney. One of the points, I believe, that was made, was 
the fact that the bill as passed did not carry the amount of local 
contribution that had been recommended in the reports; yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Mack brought up something that I 
would like to pursue further : 

What was the position of the Bureau of the Budget and the Corps 
of Engineers prior to the Bureau of the Budget making this regula- 
tion in 1952? 

Colonel Penney. Prior to that time, sir, I believe that the require- 
ments for local cooperation were essentially confined to the provisions 
of lands, relocations, to hold and save the Government free of damages, 
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and to maintain and operate local protection projects which is the 
policy that has been expressed in the flood control laws since 1936. 

Mr. Brecker. In other words, we have been operating in many cases 
in that fashion ; have we not? 

Colonel Penney. Y es, sir; prior to the issuance of that circular, but 
since the issuance of that circular the recommendation of the Chief of 
Engineers has been in general in accordance with that circular. 

Mr. Becker. Would you know offhand, Colonel, how in this particu- 
lar case you arrived at a figure of $7 million for local contribution on 
a $19 million project ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; it is generally this way: 

The benefits that would accrue were ¢ omputed at approximately 58 
percent. In other words, 58 percent, approximately, sir, of the bene- 
fits were attributed to enhancement of land and the other 42 percent 
went to reduction in flood damages. Under the Budget Circular it 
says that the cost should be allocated in proportion to one-half of the 
enhancement benefits, recognizing I believe, that there is a 50 percent 
Federal interest in enhancement of land and therefore the contribu- 
tion comes out at about 29 percent, or about half of that 58 percent. 

That is approximately how it was arrived at, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Well, then, on this particular project it is estimated 
that the enhancement of the land values—and now I am getting at an- 
other point that interests me very much—would benefit all of the land, 
and the operations carried on on the lands and would benefit, of course, 
the landowners and the people who own the properties 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir: it would be enhanc ement of the land. 

Mr. Jongs. If the gentleman will yield to me, that is based upon pro- 
ductivity. You do not mean to say, Colonel, to this committee, if this 
project is carried out, the value of that land would automatically in- 
crease on the market that much; do you? 

Colonel Penney. I mean that the net value of the land as measured 
by the net increase in income, sir-——— 

Mr. Jones. Of what it would produce ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. And not of what it would actually sell for in the going 
market ? 

Colonel Penney. It is based upon the value of the crops—the net 
increased value of the crops. 

Mr. Becker. The value of land is based upon various factors, includ- 
ing productivity. 

Mr. Jonzs. One does not nec essarily follow the other. 

Mr. Becker. Certainly a man is going to buy land that is producing 
something rather than buying land that is not producing something. 

Mr. Demesey. Not when they are under quota. You cannot put 
more acres in production of cotton, for instance. 

Mr. Batpwin. May IL ask a question ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Surely. 

Mr. Batpwitn. With reference to this question of land enhancement, 
we considered a project yesterday which involved a total expenditure 
of around $80 million or $90 million, and as I recall the local contribu- 
tion was very small. 

Do you follow one policy for land, but if the protection is to build- 
ings, you do not follow the same policy ? 








FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 73 


Mr. Jones. That is exactly correct. 

Colonel Penney. In urban areas, sir, we follow the same rules if 
the protection would provide for an enhancement, say, through the 
rendering of land in urban areas—that is, undeveloped land—suitable 
for urban development. We use the same rule with regard to enhance- 
ment of urban-type propert 

Mr. Batpwin. Let me ask this question 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Iam very interested in that point. 

Mr. Jones. We were told yesterday 

Mr. Batpwin. Could I finish? Iam very interested in this matter. 

Mr. Jones. I, too, am very interested in the point which the gentle- 
man is raising, and I think the committee ought to have that explana- 
tion. 

Mr. Batpwin. My question is this: We were considering a project 
yesterday whic h had $80 million of Federal cost, and we were told it 
had a benefit-cost ratio of almost 2 to 1 and yet the local enhancement 
was practically nothing. 

If you follow the same reasoning for both buildings and industries 
as you do with regard to land, why would a project of the sort that 

came in here yesterday with an almost 2 to 1 ratio have practically no 
local enhancement and this one have 3 times as much, when the total 
cost in this case is only one-fourth as much as the project which we 
considered yesterday / 

Colonel Penney. The project yesterday was a reservoir project on 
which the effects were distributed for a long area down the river. 

Mr. Batpwin. What difference does that make? There must be the 
same benefit somewhere. 

Colonel Penney. The benefits to buildings and improvements are in 
the nature of reduction of the flood damage, and that, granted, is an 
increase in value, you might say, recognizing that any property that 
is given protection from floods will result in a rise in value. 

Now, we consider that the restoration of this depreciated value 
which is measured by the amount of flood damage reduction is Federal, 
but on land that is over and above that restoration of depreciation of 
value, that that would be an enhancement which you have, or more 
intense use, and renders a recommendation for a contribution. 

Mr. Batpwrn. I do not see how you could draw the line between the 
case of restoring the depreciated value and enhancing it. In all these 
cases the theory is that we are simply protecting the land and the land 
is there. We do not change the nature of the land, but we are just pro- 
tecting it. 

Colonel Penney. In each case the enhancement is based ‘upon an 
expected change in the land use. For example, woodland given pro- 
tection might be cleared, and that is a change in land use, or the cul- 
tivation of higher yield crops than was currently being carried out 
constitutes a change i in use, and that is the basis for the enhancement, 
sir. 

Mr. Batpwrn. I shall now yield to Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. No, I was just saying to the gentleman that I follow his 
reasoning, and have been disturbed all along by the different types of 
rules which are applied to land which are used for agricultural pur- 
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poses, and the rules you apply to flood control to protect some industry 
or some plant or some building some place. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Jones, will you yield? 

Mr. Jongs. Yes. 

Mr. Becker. I would like to get this point clear. As I understood 
the Congressman to say on the project vectardny, it was not an en- 
hancement of value but merely they figured the benefit ratio based 
upon the fact that the floods have depreci iated the value of these build- 
ings and industry, and they figure the restoration—in other words, 
bri inging the level of the values back to where they would normally be. 

Let us s apply that same rule to this project, and I think we will come 
out with the same answer we had last year. 

Mr. Smirn. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Becker. I yield. 

Mr. Smirn. Are we talking about the fact that the values of the 
property concerned, or this industrial property that will be protected 
from floods under this project will certainly be more valuable to the 
owner than it has been before it was protected ¢ 

Mr. Becker. Before we originally protected it, and before they had 
floods. 

Mr. Smirn. If you go back to the value of this land which we were 
talking about yesterd: ay before they had floods, and restore its value, 
instead of having a $3 billion or $4 billion year program in soil con- 
servation, we will have to have a $40 or $50 billion program. In 
other words, if you are going to take that as the idea of restoring the 
land to where it was before they had floods, we will not be able to carry 
such a program. 

Colonel, all of this industrial and commercial and residential prop- 
erty that you are protec ting through flood control projects has greater 

value when the project is ¢ ompleted ; does it not ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; I think that is correct. 

Mr. Smiru. And, if I own a factory which is worth $50,000 when 
it is immediately in danger of being flooded, and you put in a project 
which will more or less. guarantee its protection from flooding, its 

value is greatly inc reased ; is it not? 

Colonel Penney. It is increased. 

Mr. Smiru. But under your plan you do not make any charge to 
the local government or to the factory for that increased value; do 
you? 

Colonel Penney. That is correct, sir, because the increased value is 
reflected in the amount of flood damage prevented, you might say. 

Mr. Smirx. Well, is it not increased ? 

Colonel Penney. The value in that respect is increased. 

Mr. Surru. Well, is not the increased value of the land, when you 
consider flood damage in agricultural areas, such as this area that 
we were talking about yesterday in Oklahoma and Texas—do you not 
consider the damage and the loss of crops and loss of production ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Smirn. But is not the value of that land increased ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir; that is, the reduction in flood damage and 
there is no charge on that, sir. 

Mr. Smitu. That is right, but the point I am making is that I cannot 
comprehend the difference between your viewpoint and the so-called 
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land enhancement and the enhancement of commercial values in an 
area where flood control is provided. 

Colonel Penney. Sir, in a commercial area, for example, as in the 
St. Louis project, there was a flood wall authorized there. Of course, 
that is a tremendous industrial and commercial complex, but within the 
area it protected—— 

Mr. Jones. Wait a minute, Colonel. Let me ask you at this point— 
I do not want to interrupt you—but let us take a case which is specifi- 

cally on point: We have always carried on those protective programs 
on a participating basis like we did at Louisville and all the rest of 
the towns where there has been local participation, and there has al- 
ways been, but let us take the works being done on the Paul River 
and the Republican River where almost 50 percent of the damage 
resulted at Kansas City, Mo. 

How much is Kansas C ity, Mo.’s investment in those Federal control 
projects which are going to protect them ? 

Colonel Penney. I believe that was prior to this policy. 

Mr. Smiru. Well, to go back to the situation of yesterday, how much 
is Binghamton and Endicott and those tricities in New York that are 
being protected by the Susquehanna Dam paying for the dam ? 

Colonel Penney. Nothing, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. And the testimony you gave yesterday was that all the 
benefits from the dam would be to these areas and these cities in New 
Y or k? : 

Colonel Pennry. No; all the way downstream. 

Mr. Smiru. I mean all the way down. 

Colonel Penney. But with respect to reservoir projects the same 
policy recognizes that generally the benefits from a certain, specific 
dam are rather widespread and general for a great distance down- 
stream, and it is very difficult to assess an enhancement charge. 

Mr. Dempsey. Colonel, Mr. Jones spoke about the situation at 
Kansas City, Mo., and you said that this was not authorized then. 
What do you mean by “authorized,” and who authorized it? 

Colonel Penney. I beg your pardon, sir. I misspoke myself then. 
I meant to say this policy on enhancement in local protection projects. 

Mr. Dempsey. Is this Just a regulation made by a bureau ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes; by the Bureau of the Budget circular, sir. 

Mr. Demesry. And it was never approved by the C ‘ongress ¢ 

Colonel Penney. No, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is the trouble. There are more regulations that 
apparently have the effect of law than the laws of the Congress itself. 

It is pretty near time that the Congress invoked its rights and have 
these regulations come to the Congress for approval before they go into 
effect. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Mack. As I remember Mr. Brennan’s testimony on this project 
of about a year ago, about 300,000 acres are adversely affected by these 
floods. Is that about right ? 

Colonel Penny. That was the amount actually that was flooded in 
1955. There are about 540,000 acres that are subject to inundation. 

Mr. Mack. And this would mean an assessment of $15 to $25 an 
acre, or the equivalent of that, for each acre that is benefited by this 
project. Some land would be benefited to a far greater extent than 
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other land, and the normal prncedare of obtaining this $7 million 
would be through the counties or local districts assessing this land, 
and requiring the landowner to put up the money ? 

Colonel Penney. Sir, normally there are local districts established 
to meet requirements of this kind, and that is carried out on a non- 
Federal basis. From the standpoint of the Federal Government, it 
does not matter, actually, who furnishes the contribution, sir, to the 
project. 

Mr. Mack. I realize that the Government does not care who puts 
that money up, but under the normal procedure the districts will as- 
sess the landowners certain amounts to provide the non-Federal con- 
tribution ? 

Colonel Penney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. If the engineers, following the Bureau of the Budget 
reasoning, were to continue to insist on a contribution of $7 million, 
would that not, in effect, mean that there would be no flood control 
project on this river ? 

Colonel Penney. I think it would be extremely difficult for the 
local contribution to be made, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. Why do you say that? 

Colonel Penney. Because of the faet that the area does not have 
a high income, sir. 

Mr. Davis. If I may interject, before Mr. Scherer came in, we dwelt 
at some length on the general economic condition of this area, and that 
is the reason for this special hearing. 

Last year we spent hours and hours in a very exhaustive discussion 
of this matter, and that is what prompted me to summarize it. 

We have in the room this morning Mr. Schad, who is from the 
Bureau of the Budget, and he is, of course, interested to report to 
the Bureau of the Budget what we are thinking and talking about 
in the hearing this morning, but Mr. Schad, we are glad to have you 
here because we understand you are a fine engineer. While you are 
making notes, it may save you a little time if ‘the Chair offers to put 
at your disposal a copy of the transcript of the hearing, and we shall 
be very glad to let the Bureau of the Budget, through you, see the 
transcript of every word that is spoken in these hearings today, and 
if you are here tomorrow, we would be glad to have you, because we 
have some rather fixed opinions about the responsibilities of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. We would like for the Bureau to have the benefit 
of the expression of our opinion. 

So, if you want the transcript, why, the reporter will let you see it. 

Now, we shall hear from Mr. Abernethy. 

Mr. Abernethy, will you proceed ? 

We took so much time last year on this project that 1 nope you will 
summarize your presentation dealing with the continued recurrence 
of this damage on the Tombigbee, and I repeat, for those who have 
come in later, that we have heard a lot about the Tombigbee, but that 
had to do with the navigation project, and while that was being dis- 
cussed these poor people were suffering losses as the result of the lack 
of attention to the flood responsibility. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you would advise me 
where I could find the Tombigbee River project in the bill? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. I will give you all of the notations later, but 
on yesterday we went through the bill, based upon the memorandums 
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furnished to us by the clerk, and set forth the various pages in the bill 
where these projects could be found. You will find this project on 
page 26, which covers the Tombigbee in the Senate bill. 

If we have time, we want to hear from Mr. Gathings, on the White 
River, backwater project, which is to be found on page 27 of the bill, 
and the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers. 

Mr. McGregor, on yesterday we noted that on page 29 of the Senate 
bill we would take up the Oklahoma and Arkansas projects tomor- 
row, and then, if we have time, we are going to take up the one and 
only remaining new project which has come to us since the Senate 
acted, and that is the Shell Creek project in Nebraska, which has been 
approved by the engineers and the Bureau of the Budget, and which 
will be presented by our distinguished colleague, Mr. Harrison, on 
Wednesday. 

If you will proceed, Mr. Abernethy, we shall be glad to hear from 
you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS G. ABERNETHY, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Anernetny. Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate the opportu- 
nity for the second time of coming to this committee and expressing my 
views regarding this project. I shall certainly observe the suggestion 
of the Chair and endeavor to be brief. 

I want to reaffirm, first, Mr. Chairman, what you had to say about 
the Tombigbee Valley. For 25 years Congress very frequently heard 
testimony Telative to a project in the valley, but it was not a flood- 
control project. It was the so-called Tombigbee-Tennessee inland 
waterway. While thisis an important navigation project, flood control 
is more important right now, and it has been neglected. 

Floods in this valley are long, violent, and enduring. They are be- 
coming progressively worse, not because of an increase in rainfall, but 
because of an aggravation of the drainage situation. There was a time 
when this entire \ valley was navigable from Mobile, Ala., which is away 
to the south and up as far as this] point here, at Amory, Miss. Aberdeen 
at one time was a port town. Columbus was a very important port 
city. 

Some 50 or 55 years ago, or maybe a little longer, this valley started 
filling up, and not only ‘did the 92 tributaries which drained into the 
main stem fill, but the main stem also filled. Navigation is something 
that is now completely unknown in that section. 

As those streams and the main stem filled, the flood conditions be- 
came progressively worse, and the value of the land has become pro- 
gressively lower. The area is subject to very violent storms. The 

rainfall in the area is from 50 to 60 inches a year, most of it occurring 
in the spring or in the cropping time, or a few weeks, generally, after 
the crops have first been seeded. 

Very often those people have to replant in the spring, sometimes as 
much as 2 or 3 times. That is a new thing because of the fact that the 
waters are continually, year after year, becoming higher and higher, 
because of the drainage system’s filling up. 

I am not going into detail as to anything else about the floods ex- 
cept to say that the flood of 1955 did not appear in the report of the 
engineers. The flood of 1957, which was referred to, of course, did not 
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appear in the report of the engineers. A question was asked earlier 
in the hearing as to whether or not we had a flood or high water in 1957. 

Well, I do not know what the difference is unless it be that in some 
instances floods flow fast and high water does not, but the pictures 
which I have left with the committee this morning testify more accu- 

rately to the 1957 water damage in that section than the words of 
any man. 

I have left numerous pictures around the committee table, and the 
pictures of the violent flood of 1955 which was not a part of the report 
of the engineers when this project was first submitted to the Congress 
and to the Bureau of the Bud get. 

Regarding the Bure and then I will get to the 
contribution—this report had been in the hands of the Bureau of the 
Budget quite some time. I called the Bureau on several occasions 
about it. We were having difficulty getting it out. One morning I 
was coming down to my office and turned the radio on in my car. There 
was a news report relative to the effects of the 1955 flood, and it was 

terriffic. You have seen the pictures as to how the highways were cut 
in two and homes were inundated. I called the Bureau again. I do 
not remember the gentleman’s name that I talked with, but I asked 
him how he was feeling. He said he was feeling pretty good. I told 
him I was feeling bad. He wanted to know what the trouble was, and 
I told him the water had flooded us out of the Tombigbee Valley 
again. He said, “Yes, I heard that on the radio this morning.” I 
said, “Good ; Iam glad you did.” 

I said, “Tf you will look around your office, you will find a report on 
this project, which I would like to have sent to the Congress.’ 

Within a few weeks they sent it over, and that is the first time since 
the original resolution was introduced in 1939 in this committee in an 
effort to get the water off these people that a project of this character 
has ever reached the well of this committee, or the Congress, and that 
was the first time that I had ever appeared before this committee or 
any committee of the Congress seeking the first dollar of flood control 
for my district. 

That part of my district was not a part of what was my district 
prior to 1952. It became a part of my district in 1952. It was then 
that I directed my efforts toward trying to get this water off the necks 
of those people which for a quarter century has been visited upon 
them several times a year, or on an average of 2 or 3 times a year. 

The area is completely agricultural; 73 percent of the land is under 
cultivation. The principal crop in the valley is cotton. In order, 
the other crops are: cattle, grain, and milk. The income in the entire 
valley area in Mississippi and Alabama in 1949 when we had unlim- 
ited production of cotton was $74 million. ‘The population at that 
time—I do not remember what it was, but I know what it is now— 
and dividing that population by 4, assuming there are 4 to a family, 
comes out to an annual income of $936 per family in 1949, 

It is reasonable to assume that the income is considerably less today 
because the cotton acreage has been reduced to a point where the aver- 
age allotment per family is only 8 acres, which means that they 
are producing at the maximum of about 6 to 7 bales of cotton per fam- 
ily with a gross income of about—that is, those that have cotton— 
$2,500 a year, and of course, when you take out the expense of produc- 
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ing the crop, the payment of taxes on the land, the assessments made by 
drainage districts, the net income has dropped to slightly less than 
$1,000 per year. 

As further evidence of the fact that this situation is getting worse, 
year by year, because of the silt and the filling in of the streams and 
the main stem, this county alone right here [indicating] has lost since 
1950 21 percent of its population. 

I mention that because someone may say “if it is so bad down there, 
why do they not get out?” That is just what is happening. The per- 
centage drop in the county to the south that I have just pointed to is 
not quite as high as it is in the upper county, and it is not quite as high 
in here [indicating] because there is better drainage in this section 
right here. Some of that is due to the agricultural economy which is 
very bad all over the country, but a high percentage of it is due to these 
incessant, damaging floods which have been visited upon the people 
of this section. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Becker. May I interrupt for one second? 

Mr. AperNetTHY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brecker. I think I told the gentleman last year, as I remember, 
that I was entirely in sympathy “with this project, and thought it 
worthwhile, and I hope we can work out the mone *y factor. 

Mr. Anerneruy. The gentleman certainly did. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s attitude, and I recall the very moment when he told me 
that in the subway going over to the Capitol. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. AnerNeruy. The colonel a moment ago almost exactly con- 
firmed what I said off the record. I do not remember the colonel’s 
exact words, but the members of the committee heard them, These 
people cannot raise $7 million to get this water off their necks. No 
doubt there has been some enhancement of the land down there, or will 
be. That, however, is not the thing that those people are seeking, and 
as I told the committee last year, I wish there were no land enhance- 
ment, 

I would be satisfied just to take the land that we have available each 
year, normally, and get the water off. If it should be that they could 
take the water off all lands which now are not under cultivation, I 
would be perfectly willing for someone to go in there and measure it 
off and say “You cannot use it.” I believe my constituents would be 
agreeable to that—if they could just get this water off their main crop- 
ping soil. 

Of course, and naturally, I would like for the Congress and the 
Government to assume the full responsibility. On the other hand, I 
know that this committee and the Congress has a policy which they 
have to meet. No doubt a compromise of the situation somewhere is 
in order. I do not want to tie myself to what this committee recom- 
mended last year. The Senate committee did a little better, and the 
House accepted it. I would like to have what the Senate has pro- 
posed, but I want to say this: I am not going to quarrel with what 
you do. I may be a little unhappy about it, but if you will just go 
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back to what you did last year, or something within that area, I will 
be happy, not completely, but reasonably so. 

Therefore, I plead with this committee to give us some sort of relief 
or a type of pe which will permit the construction of the projects. 
Do not give us something that we cannot do, and that which we cannot 
do has been recommended to this committee by the Bureau. 

With this, I am through: Most people think of that section of the 
country as a low, level country. That is not true. They think of it in 
that way because of the fact that there is a tremendous amount of 
money expended down in that’section on flood control—justly so, may 
Isay. Itis just and right because about two-fifths or more of the water 
of the Nation drains to that section of the Midsouth. Here [indi- 
cating] is a map of the State of Mississippi and here [indicating] is 
where the Tombigbee project is located. It is up in the northeast 
corner. There has not been one dime—not a dime—of Federal money 
ever expended in that section as a result of the legislation from this 
Congress relative to flood control. I said in the beginning that it has 
been neglected, and it has been. Regardless of whose fault it has been 
it has been neglected, sorely neglected. I would deeply appreciate, 
Mr. Chairman, and so would my people, the small people that they 
are, whatever this committee would see fit to do about these projects. 

Mr. Davis. I would like to make one little correction, Mr. Aber- 
nethy. You will recall that last year Mr. Cramer, who is a valuable 
member of the subcommittee, came up with the best answer, and we 
unanimously accepted his figure. 

After hearing your statement and that of the engineers and others, 
he came up with a figure, I think, of $1,575,000 as an amount that 
this committee thought your people would try to undertake to raise. 

We did not agree to the lesser figure to which you have referred, but 
this year the Senate reduced it to $1, 073,000. I said in the beginning 
that, regardless of what the committee would finally decide, I felt after 
a lot of thought last year, and that having adopted it unanimously in 
the subcommittee, thatI would move from that figure and not the 
Senate figure. 

Of course, the committee will act as they see fit. Are there any 
questions ? 

Mr. Aperneruy. Let me say I am familiar with Mr. Cramer’s 
recommendation and I am very grateful to him and to the committee 
for what they did about this last year. I am very grateful to them 
for it. I am not going to render a verdict in my own mind as to the 
acceptance of that, but as I said a moment ago, I will not be unhappy 
with it. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Abernethy. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Tuompson. I have no questions, but I would like to compliment 
the gentleman from Mississippi on his splendid statement. I have a 
problem in my district that is parallel with this. I can certainly say 
I sympathize with him. He has made a splendid statement. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. McGregor ? 

Mr. McGrecor. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Mack? 

Mr. Mack. It seems to me this is quite confusing. The Army engi- 
neers and Budget suggest that the land enhancement payments by 
local interests should be $6,338,000. 
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Mr. Anernetuy. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. In the House last year we provided the land enhance- 
ment should be $1,585,000. 

Mr. Anernetuy. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. The Senate proposes that the land enhancement be 
$1,073,000. 

Mr. Apernetuy. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Mack. I do not see how they arrive what is fair as to land en- 
hancement value when the Senate, House and engineers all have dif- 
ferent figures. There either should be land enhancement or there 
should be none. I am a little confused about these three different 
figures that are thrown out to the committee and to the Congress. 

Mr. Apernetuy. The gentleman’s statement is correct as to what 
was done in the Senate. 

In addition to that, I do not think it should be overlooked that there 
is another contribution that has to be made. That is $1,069,100 worth 
of land and alterations, et cetera, that were to be supplied by the peo- 
ple of the area and the State. 

Mr. Mack. I recognize that. That is supplied on all flood-control 
projects in the Nation. How we arrive at what the land enhancement 
assessment should be puzzles me. 

Mr. Davis. In other words, that would be a total of more than $2 
million. 

Mr. Asernetuy. About $2,600,000, according to what this commit- 
tee did last year ; $2,650,000, approximately. 

Mr. Mack. I think, Mr. Chairman, at some time we ought to have 
a statement from the Budget as to what its policy is as to land 
enhancement. 

Mr. THompson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. THompson. They told me they used it on a percentagewise basis. 
If you have a $10 million project, they figure land enhancement should 
be 15 or 20 percent, but the thing they do not take into account is the 
type of land, the type of farms, et cetera. I think you can look at 
these pictures and tell the type of tenants he has on his farms. Nat- 
urally, if you alleviate the flood damage to a person that has a $100,000 
farm, he will have some enhancement. 

You may have the same acreage and the farm is worth $10,000, but 
they use the same formula on land enhancement values on a cheap 
farm as a good one. 

Mr. Mack. In this particular case, the engineers have figured the 
land enhancement as 29 percent of the total cost of the project. 

Mr. THompson. That is right. They would do that on good, pro- 
ductive land, the same as they do on pastureland or scrubland. That 
is where the inequity comes. 

Mr. AperNetHy. May I make one other comment on land enhance- 
ment, Mr. Chairman ? 

If the formula which is now used on land enhancement were applied 
to the situation as it existed 25 years or more ago the ratio would be 
considerably further apart than it is now. There would be a much 
higher Federal contribution than there would be at the present time 
under the formula, because the land is being continuously, year after 
year, depreciated as a result of these perennial floods. 
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Next year, if we have another flood—and we have had one—there 
will be that much more damage done to the land, so the enhancement 
would go up again. The longer this thing goes on, the higher the 
land enhancement will be, because damage is being accumulated annu- 
ally with these floods. Fifty years ago the flood situation down there 
was not bad at all. * WER: five years ago it was not too bad, but it 
is getting worse every yea 

As the damage is seein to the land, naturally when you come in 
with a project now, there is more enhancement today, if there is any 
such thing as enhancement, than there was 25 years ago, because the 
floods were not so bad. The drainage situation was better. The water 
ran off better. The channels were open. The main stem was open. 
The water carried away. 

As the situation is now, the damage is building up annually, and as 
the damage builds up, land enhancement builds up. 

The question arises, what are you going to apply the enhancement 
to: To the situation as of this day, or to the situation as it was when 
this was a navigable area; when, as a matter of fact, there was not 
too much damage ? 

Mr. Wriecur. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Aperneruy. Yes. 

Mr. Wrienr. I think I understand the plight you are describing. 
Carry it a step further. You say as the damage goes up, the land 
enhancement goes up. It is also an unfortunate corollary of that that 
as the price required of them goes up, their ability to pay it goes down. 

Mr. Aserneruy. That is exactly right. That is exactly what has 
happened. This at one time was one of the most fertile sections and 
one of the most profitable areas in my State. It is still not too bad, 
but it is getting worse annually because of this flood situation. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken too much time. I promised I would 
not take over 10 minutes. 

Mr. Cramer. I think the committee is faced with a little different 
situation than it was last time. I would like to ask your opinion 
concerning this. 

We had a similar problem involved last time, and that is what could 
we do to attempt to set some uniform standard of treatment for these 
projects and local contribution in this project as compared to others: 
What is the fair standard and legitimate reason for reducing in this 
instance as compared to others? We still have that problem facing us 
this time. 

We have to, as I see it, differentiate this case on the facts from others 
in order to substantiate our decision to reduce local contribution. As- 
suming that a finding has been made which possibly last year’s action 
would constitute, that this is an unusual project, and that local con- 
tribution should be reduced and the facts justify it, we are now faced 
with the situation of a Presidential veto, and one of the bases for that 
veto, as I recall, was the fact that local contributions were substan- 
tially reduced in some instances, and I think this was probably one of 
the major instances that they had in mind at the time. 

The President had that in mind. In the light of being faced with 
that past veto, and assuming, of course, the attitude remains the same 
on the part of the President, do you think it wise, so far as the future 
of this and other projects involved, for this committee to maintain 
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the same figure as it did last year, partially on which the veto was 
based ? 

Mr. Anernetuy. Mr. Cramer, I will have to go back. I am no 
expert on the point. I will have to go back to what I said a moment 
ago, and what the colonel said: There are two questions. One is: 
Are projects necessary in that area; are they essential; are they de- 
sirable? The answer, of course, obviously is “Yes.” 

The next thing is: Will this water be gotten off the backs of those 
people under the recommendation before the committee? The colonel’s 
answer is “No.” 

If I have to live by the recommendation, or by the policy or the 
formula, I have got to live with the thing forever, and it becomes pro- 
gressively worse each year. 

If this thing had been attacked 10, 20, or more years ago, this re 
lem would not be here. It would not have been as costly 10 years ago 
as it is now. 

To sum up, if this water that you see in those pictures comes off of 
those people—550,000 of them living in that valley in Mississippi and 
Alabama—if it comes off of them, it has got to be started right here in 
the well of this committee and on the floor of the House and in the 
Senate and in the White House. 

If it is not done there, if we stick to this contribution formula, if we 
say, “You have got to raise $7 million,” then the people have just got 
to live with the water or move away and leave their homes and farms. 

That is all there is to it. 

Mr. Cramer. That still does not, as I see it, answer the question that 
I am interested and concerned with, and that is the fact that last year 
we finally compromised. Incidentally, my amendment was initially 
to reduce 50 percent, realizing we had a problem and yet hoping we 
could get a figure that would not be subject to Presidential and Bureau 
of the Budget objections. 

The committee would not agree to that. It was reduced to 25 per- 
cent. That is how the figure was arrived at. At the time, I personally 
felt that possibly the reduction was too low to be acceptable. As it 
turned out, that was the case. 

Certainly now I cannot see the committee at this time justifying 
the figure inserted last year, partially the basis for the veto, to anv 
lower figure. As a matter of fact, if the committee were to rec ognize 
the veto message at all and the intent and purpose of it, it seems to 
me the only position the committee could take would be to increase 
the amount to some extent. 

You recognize what I say. Do you not think it would be foolish 
for us to try ‘to reduc : it to begin with? 

Mr. Anernetuy. I do not know. I do not say this facetiously. If 
we could get all of these gentlemen—not speaking of this committee, 
but the people over in the Bureau and even at the White House— 
to visit us some spring, I think they would take it all off. 

Mr. McGrecor. I am not a member of the Subcommittee on Fleod 
Control, and I am not very familiar with the process. I am asking 
this question: Is there an established formula of local participation 
set up by Army engineers ? 

Mr. Tompson. Will the gentleman yield ? 
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Mr. Davis. Under A-47 they are supposed to have, but I do not 
think you could get any three engineers to agree that they can recog- 
nize any definite for mula, because already, as I think Mr. Baldwin 
and Mr. Becker called attention to earlier today, we have had under 
discussion in the past few days varying amounts and degrees of 
contribution. 

Am I right on that, Mr. Baldwin ? 

Mr. Bautpwin. Yes. I think the question Mr. Cramer asked has 
been answered by the colonel earlier today when he said the Corps of 
Engineers did not establish this rule, but the Bureau of the Budget 
established a directive 4 years ago establishing this matter as ad- 
ministrative procedure. 

It is not a law, but they have had to live with it since then. The 
corps has not taken any independent position on this. They have 
been endeavoring to live with a directive they received from the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McGregor. When I served on the Flood Control Committee, 
about 16 or 18 years ago, Mr. Whittington was chairman, and I think 
we had established a policy y that there had to be at least benefits 11% 
to 1 of cost. 

It was 2 to 1 at first; then it was dropped down to 1.5 tol. When 
a project did not have those benefit ratios to the cost, the committee 
just simply turned it down. That evidently has changed. 

Mr. Smiru. This benefit-cost ratio is above that. 

Mr. McGrecor. 2.4, without any local participation. At that time 
1 think we got 35 percent or 50 percent local participation. That 
evidently has changed. 

Mr. Jonzs. I think the gentleman from Ohio is referring to the 
amendment of the 1944 act which provided for drainage and ‘the pro- 
vision of the amendment in the 1944 act which would set up a new 
formula, only applied to drainage projects, not to flood-control proj- 
ects. We made that application to the drainage projects of the south 
Florida project. 

Mr. McGrecor. I might say to my friend from Alabama, the Mem- 
ber from Ohio has seen 14 dams constructed, and when those dams 
were constructed we had to pay 50 percent of them. We had to do 
it by issuance of bonds. That was our local participation, 50 cents 
on the dollar and we issued bonds to get that money. 

Mr. Jones. I was not talking about the local participation, but as 
far as the law is concerned requiring local participation, the only law 
that I know of that fixes local partic cipation does not specify amounts, 
but the Flood Control Act of 1944 did require local participation. 

Mr. McGrecor. That was the definite, established procedure. 

Mr. Jones. The only law that required local participation. 

Mr. Cramer. I have one more question, Mr. Chairman. I presume 
there has been an estimate of how much per acre. You do not have 
that available, do you, Mr. Abernethy ? 

Mr. Apernetuy. No, I do not, Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. Do the engineers have the figure for the $6 million 
recommended by them ? 

Colonel Penney. No, I do not have it on a per acre basis, sir. The 
benefits were estimated at 58 percent of the overall cost. That is where 
the 29 percent came from. 











FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 85 


Mr. Cramer. We have no way of knowing how much it would cost 
an individual farmer for this enhancement local contribution cost. 
I do not know how to judge precedence then. 

Mr. Jones. I would like to make this observation about the project. 
We have a consideration that I do not think has been mentioned today. 
This is a drainage area involving 22 separate streams. How you 
could go about making application of local cost as to the overall bene- 
fit of the overall project I do not know. It would seem to me to be 
an incalculable propostion, trying to arrive at benefits to be assessed 
locally. 

They are located in two States. Most of the headwaters of these 
two streams are in the State of Mississippi. The main stem of the 
Tombigbee River comes over into Albama at the confluence of the 
Warrior, forming next to the largest river in the State of Alabama. 

In all of that entire drainage district, to conjure up a local partici- 
pation formula is an undertaking almost without parallel as far as 
this committee is concerned because of the work to be undertaken by 
the Corps of Engineers, with snagging, bar-removing, and some chan- 
nel work. 

There is some minor channel work of straightening the streams. 
The overall cost of this project is going to take ‘considerable time and 
probably a number of years to per fect this overall work. In addition 
to that, the thing that has been overlooked as far as the local people 
are concerned, Mr. C hairman, is the assessment that would be required 
for the annual maintenance of this project, which is in excess of 
5326.000 a year. 

If the people are going to assume the burden of that local respon- 
sibility, commensurate with their ability to pay, they are still, after 
the construction of this project, going to have a tremendous burden 
placed upon them to raise the $326,000 to see that those improvements 
are kept profitable to the people. 

Mr. Scuerer. If we had a situation like this, it would not take the 
State Department very long to approve the whole 19 without any 
local contribution. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, nor would it take very long to get it out 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 

_Mr. Asernetuy. I certainly thank the gentleman for his observa- 
tion. 

Mr. Cramer. How many acres is involved ? 

Colonel Penney. There are 535,000 acres subject to inundation, of 
which about 200,000 are cleared. 

Mr. Cramer. 535,000 acres and approximately, under the House 
formula, that would be $2 an acre. 

Colonel Pennry. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. 535,000 acres under the House proposal of $2,650,000 
total would be about $2 an acre assessment. That would be the actual 
cost of the House figure. Compared to your figure, it would be about 
$6 an acre, would it not? 

Colonel Penney. About $12, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. It is $4 versus $12; the House approved figure would 
be about $4, and the Cor ps of Engineers would be about $12. 

ange Smirn. That is for all acreage, clearing land and everything 
else. 
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Mr. Cramer. I appreciate that. 

As far as I am concerned, I am still of the opinion that this is the 
type of project that deserves, factually, the special consideration given 
it last year. I do feel that it would be rather absurd, in the light of the 
President’s veto, to go below the figure we established last year. 

Mr. Screrer. I would not want: you to interpret what I said that 
the rules of contribution do not apply. I just want to get in my two 
cents’ worth. 

Mr. Davis. I agree with Mr. Cramer that we could not go below 
the figure that was finally arrived at by the committee. 

Mr. Schwengel ? 

Mr. Scuwencer. Mr. Abernethy, I want to say that living in an 
area that has floods from the Mississippi myself, I am much in sym- 
pathy with your problem. However, I go back to our own experience, 
and notice the contributions we do make locally. I am somewhat 
amazed that you are not going to be able to handle that figure on a $12- 
an-acre basis. You do not have to pay that in 1 year, do you? 

Mr. Azernetruy. I do not know how that would be done. 

Mr. Scuwencet. The plan, as the gentleman from Ohio said, would 
be to bond to pay that over a period of years ‘ 

Mr. Apernetuy. I do not know. I have to go back to what the 
Colonel said a moment ago. 

Mr. Scuwencen. We have that in our own mind. We have not only 
your project, but all the projects. We want to be fair. Certainly I 
want to be fair in regard to this project. 

But I think we ought to know all the facts before we pass on 
that. One other question comes to my mind: You have made the 
statement that this problem has been caused by the silt riding down 
into these river beds and lowering the level of the water, et cetera, 
and multiplying the problem, which indicates to me you may have an- 
other problem there, and that is the watershed problem that has 
been neglected. 

My question is, are they doing something about it now ? 

Mr. AnernetTuy. Yes. Numerous drainage districts heretofore have 
been created in the area. They are very costly, but that type of proj- 
ect just does not seem to do this job. We have an area representative 
of the Soil Conservation Service in there now, trying to do something 
about checking the flow of this water. 

The idea is fine, but as a practical thing, we just never have gotten 
much water off of anybody from those projects. I think the gentle- 
man will agree that they never have gotten very far with that type 
of control. 

It is a desirable system of control. Furthermore, it provides for 
the use of the water, which is a very fine resource—one of our best 
resources. Today there is a great demand for water. We have a sur- 
plus of it, incidentally. We really have our share of it. As to how far 
they will get with these watershed soil conservation projects, I do not 
know, but I do know we have soil conservation people in there now 
working on this problem. 

Mr. Scuwencer. If they had started 10 or 20 years ago “ag? 
your watershed problem, your problem would not now be as great; 
that correct ? 
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Mr. Asernetuy. That is right. 

Mr. Scowencet. We should look not only at this problem, but the 
other problem, which sometimes makes this situation difficult to deal 
with. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I am sorry I have taken so much time. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement of Mr. Selden is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE ARMISTEAD I. SELDEN, JR., IN SUPPORT OF FLOOD- 
CONTROL PROJECT FOR TOMBIGBEE RIVER VALLEY AREA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present to your committee a 
statement in connection with the flood-control project recommended for the Tom- 
bigbee River Valley area. 

As you know, the original resolution requesting flood-control measures in this 
area was introduced in 1939, but it was not until last year that this committee 
approved and the Congress later passed legislation authorizing flood-control proj- 
ects on the Tombigbee tributary streams in Alabama and Mississippi. I regret, 
however, that the legislation was vetoed by the President on August 10, 1956. 

Because of the pressing need for flood-control projects in the Tombigbee River 
Basin area, I urge you gentlemen to again give this proposal your approval. 

As you know, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has recommended 
improvement of the Tombigbee River and its tributaries by means of channel 
clearing and rectification on 22 tributary streams, generally in accordance with 
the plans of the district engineer. The district engineer’s plan involves about 
466 miles of streams and provides principally for clearing all growth except 
trees larger than 10 inches in diameter from within 20 feet of the top of the 
banks; clearing the channels of snags, debris, and drift jams; and excavating 
channel cutoffs and enlargements. 

Two of the tributaries of the Tombigb Noxubee River and the 
Sipsey River—are partially located in the Sixth Congressional District of Ala- 
bama which I have the privilege to represent. The Sipsey River flows through 
Tuscaloosa and Greene Counties in my district. The Noxubee River flows south- 
easterly 135 miles through Noxubee County, Miss., and Sumter County, Ala., also 
in the Sixth District, to join the Tombigbee River just above Gainesville in 
Sumter County. 

For nearly 25 years, this area has been hit by heavy rainfall several times each 
year, with the annual precipitation estimated at approximately 55 inches. In 
addition, ruinous floods occur about once every 10 years. The floods and high 
water conditions have become progressively worse, due chiefly to the very poor 
drainage system in the basin. The resulting damage to agriculture, which is the 
main livelihood of the people who live in the area, is most severe. Crops on in- 
undated land are either destroyed or the yields are greatly reduced. 

Although the greater part of the flood losses occur in the rural areas, urban 
sections in the region inundated by major floods also suffer considerable damage 
and inconvenience. 

The Corps of Engineers has stated that the flood control improvements recom- 
mended in its report are both warranted and economically justified. I must say 
very frankly, however, that it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for 
local interests to provide the cash contributions of approximately $7 million 
recommended by the engineers. Therefore, in addition to the approval of this 
authorization, I respectfully urge the committee to carefully consider the possi- 
bility of relieving the local interests of this area of all or at least a portion of the 
recommended non-Federal cash contributions. 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Elliott, we have been so long on this that whatever 
you would say would be cumulative. Would you have any objection 
to filing your statement at this point in the record, rather than to cover 
nis whole thing all over again? With all due respect to you, I think 
we are agreed that Mr. Abernethy, coming first, did have a chance to 
eaten the matter very thor oughly. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CARL ELLIOTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Exuiorr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask permission to file 
my statement for inclusion in the record at this point, and on this 
project, and to say to you gentlemen that I appreciate your kind con- 
sideration of the problem, both last year and this year. Thank vou 
very much. 

(Mr. Elliott’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CARL ELLiIoTTt, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, FROM THE SEVENTH 
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to again appear before you in 
support of the legislation to authorize flood-control projects on the Tombigbee 
River tributaries, Mississippi and Alabama. 

Three of the Tombigbee’s tributaries designated by the United States Corps 
of Engineers for flood-control projects—the Buttahatchee River, the Sipsey River. 
and Luxapalila Creek—drain a large area of Marion, Lamar, Fayette, and 
Pickens Counties. All of these counties are located in the Seventh Congressional 
District of Alabama which is the district I have the honor to represent in the 
Congress. 

The Congress first authorized the Corps of Engineers to study and report on 
the Tombigbee tributary streams in 1939. Last year, for the first time, Congress 
passed legislation authorizing flood-control projects on these tributary streams 
in Alabama and Mississippi. On August 10, 1956, the President of the United 
States vetoed the bill. 

Meanwhile, the flood problem on the Tombigbee and its tributaries continues 
to be critical. The area has an annual average rainfall of 52 inches, and intense 
rainfall of from 1 to 3 inches occurs several times each year which produces 
local floods. This year’s floods have resulted in serious damage to the people 
who live in the valleys of these streams. 

The economy of this region is predominantly agricultural, with some lumbering 
and manufacturing. The agriculture consists principally of crops such as cotton, 
corn, hay, and the raising of livestock and poultry. Damaging floods along the 
Buttahatchee and the Luxapalila occur 4 to 7 times a year. The annual average 
flood loss along the Buttahatchee, Luxapalila, and the Sipsey is approximately 
$352,000. This is an estimate by the United States Corps of Engineers. I would 
like to submit to the committee a chart which has photographs made on the 
scene of the floods on February 2 of this year. In obtaining the photographs you 
see on the charts, the following statements were also obtained from people 
living along these tributary streams: 

Mr. W. C. McCaleb, Fayette, Ala. : 

“IT have lived on this farm 32 years, and the 70 acres along the river have 
flooded an average of 2 to 3 times a year. Many times I have had to plant over 
my corn crops as I did in May 1956, when the land flooded. I spent $800 of my 
own money on ditching work with draglines and graders to try to control some 
of the flooding, but it didn’t do much good. I have 15 acres that I don’t attempt 
to farm on account of the frequent high waters on the Sipsey.” 

Mr. C, L. Galloway, Route 3, Fayette: “I have 80 acres under water today 
This is the fourth time this has happened this winter. All of this 80 acres is 
farmed, and I have lost several crops on it due to floods. During the past 2 
years, I have had to replant corn crops due to spring floods.” 

Mr. Rufus Byrd, farm manager, Sulligent, Ala.: “More than 200 acres of this 
pasture floods an average of 3 to 4 times a year. Each time it means replacing 
most of the pasture fences on the river side. Proper pasture programs can't be 
earried out on account of the flooding.” 

Mrs. C. M. Holder, Fayette, Ala.: “We have owned this farm about a year and 
in that time it has been flooded 4 times covering most of the 124 acres. Before 
this flood the pastures had been planted in fescue. In addition to this planting 
being lost, there will be much damage to pasture fences. None of the land can 
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be cultivated with any assurance of harvesting a crop due to frequent floods.” 

The Corps of Engineers originally assessed an average of 29 percent of the 
total costs for the improvements to local interests and it was, in my judgment 
and in the judgment of the Congress, an excessive amount—an amount that the 
people of the area could not pay. The legislation vetoed last year by the Presi- 
dent reduced the amount of the local contribution from $7,427,800 to $1,073,000, 
which I felt was a more reasonable contribution from the standpoint of the 
local interests. 

The counties in this project in the Seventh Congressional District of Alabama 
cannot pay their share of the $7,500,000 which the Corps of Engineers recom- 
mended as a local contribution. They could reasonably pay their share of the 
$1,073,000 fixed by the Congress last year as the local contribution. 

I trust that the committee will again in its specific knowledge of this project 
and in its wisdom in this field fix the local contribution at $1,073,000. To do so 
would be a realistic approach. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jones. I would like to say Congressman Elliott has been most 
attentive to this project, Mr. C hairman. He has given his time and 
effort to see that it is properly presented to the committee, and I am 
sure that all of us share the enthusiasm that he holds for this under- 
taking. 

Mr. Exxrorr. Thank you, 

Mr. Davis. We all find ourselves in agreement with what you say. 

Mr. Gathings, will you come around ¢ 

By the way, it will interest you to know that Mr. Brennan has been 
made a colonel on the Governor of Tennessee’s staff, so we are going 
to have a little ceremony when we bestow him with this title a ‘little 
bit later. His commission is being framed, but it is bona fide. He is 
invited over here. That is the only way he will ever be a colonel, 
for us to make him one. 

Colonel Brennan, tell us, why are we talking about Mr. Gathings’ 
project this morning ? 

Mr. Brennan. This project, sir, was recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers the way it appears in the bill, S. 497. There was no con- 
tribution for land enhancement recommended. ‘The total project cost 
is about $2,400,000. 

The Chief of Engineers took the position that this was an extension 
of the Mississippi River project, and, therefore, should carry the same 
terms of local cooperation as the Mississippi River alluvial valley 
project, and, therefore. should not have land enhancement local co- 
operation requirements. 

The Bureau of the Budget took the position that this project should 
be treated under general “flood- control laws, should not be regarded 
as an extension of the Mississippi River, and, therefore, the land- 
enhancement contribution formula should be applied. 

The amount of money involved is approximately 50 percent of the 
total cost of $2,400,000, or $1,200,000, so the Budget recommended 
$1,200,000 cash; the Chief of Engineers did not. 

The way it is carried in the bill does not include this contribution. 
This is one of those projects which the Budget listed as being objec- 
tionable, and the basis for the veto. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you. 

Now, address yourself from there, please, Mr. Gathings. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. E. C. GATHINGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Garuines. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
am grateful, indeed, for the many kindnesses shown us by this com- 
mittee, and I am most appreciative that your bill last year carried 
this project. 

The Senate measure also, as was stated, carried this project. 

[ introduced a bill last year, H. R. 10904, on April 30, 1956, and 
this identical language is carried in the Senate bill. 

I would like to say this is the building of a pumping plant at about 
this point here [indicating] in land that is owned by the Government 
of the United States. About $7.5 million has been expended in Fed- 
eral money on this levee sy stem that embraces a wide area in three 
congressional districts, of which I represent Phillips County, and 
Mr. Mills represents Monroe County, and Mr. Norrell represents 
Desha County. That embraces 145,500 acres of alluvial valley land. 

As a part of the original 1936 project which authorized the con- 
struction of this levee system, it was understood at that time that it 
would be necessary to construct this facility or this pumping plant. 
The reason for that is that this water that would be impounded in this 
great area would have to have an outlet. That is, in case the Missis- 
sippi River is at a high level, and also the White River is at a high level. 
The impact of water in this area would, of necessity, have to be pumped 
out. 

The original act of 1936 provided that the local interests would pro- 
vide— 
without cost to the United States, all the rights-of-way; (b) provide drainage 
facilities made necessary by construction of these levees; and (c) provide, with- 
out cost to the United States, all flowage and storage rights and easements over, 
upon, and across the lands and properties within the protected area in the event 
it becomes necessary in the judgment and discretion of the Secretary of War 
or the Chief of Engineers to use said area or any part thereof for an emer- 
gency reservoir. 

I want to say to you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
that a most compreher nsive easement was drafted and signed by every 
single landowner in the embraced territory. That e: \sement was placed 
of record, just like a deed, and that easement provides that these land- 
owners would not ask any damage whatever should it be necessary 
to use their land for an emergency reservoir. 

The landowners in this area have complied with every one of these 
four requisites, as set out in the 1936 act. This pumping plant was an 
integral part of the overall plan, as originally suggested. 

Now, I visited this area, Mr. Chairman, about a year ago, and I 
found that it is being resettled. It is a new territory; although in this 
particular section of the State, in eastern Arkansas, they have been 
growing various crops for 100 years, this particular area had not been 
settled because of the water dam: ige that had ensued throughout the 
years. 

They are now going in there since this levee has been constructed 
and they set up little small farms. They are now trying to make a 
livelihood in that particular area. 

[am hopeful, in view of the fact that the ratio of benefit to cost is 2.3 
to 1, that you will see fit to approve the measure, as you did last year, 
and as the Senate had incorporated. 
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Mr. Davis. Mr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask Mr. Gathings: Is it not 
true that the necessity for this pumping station is, in part, because 
of the fact of the overall Mississippi flood-control program ¢ 

Mr. Garuines. Yes. I understood that it is. 

Mr. Smiru. The pumping station is to pump water out of this en- 
closed area as depicted on the map. 

Mr. Garuines. That is the purpose of it. 

Mr. Smiru. It will be set up in that fashion as part of the Mississippi 
flood-control program, as sdthesiaed in 1936? 

Mr. Gatuines. Let us see what it says: 


Public Law 678, 74th Congress, S. 3531, to amend the title and act for the 
control of floods on the Mississippi River and its tributaries, and for other 


purposes— 
as approved May 15, 1928. 

Mr. Smiru. This is part of the overall Mississippi project. 

Mr. Gaturnes. Yes. 

Mr. Smirn. A pumping station is necessary because of the opera- 
tion of the overall project. Apparently, that was the view of the 
engineers when they submitted this to us; that the overall Mississippi 
project was accepted in 1928 and has been since then, because of the 
fact that the water visited upon this area cannot be a matter of local 
protection; that there is no way to find a local contribution in the way 
of cash contribution and, as such, it was felt by the Army engineers 
last year that there should be no requirement for any local contribution 
again. 

Mr. Garuines. That is the way I take it, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Smirn. Of course, now, the questionable part of it is the fact 
that the Bureau of the Budget saw fit to classify this as something 
separate. I think, from a look at the map, anybody can see that, 
if that overall project were developed, this would not have taken place 
if it were not for the existence of the Mississippi project. 

Mr. Gatruines. The gentleman is correct. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Scurrer. Mr. Gathings, what are the objections of the local 
community, in complying with the request of the Bureau of the Budget 
for a contribution to this project of about $1,200,000? 

Mr. Garnines. They are unable to expend that kind of money. 
They could not do it. They have spent three quarters of a million 
dollars asit is. They have spent their own money. 

Mr. Scuerer. Are there any other arguments to substantiate that 
position that you can make, like the one made by Mr. Abernethy ? 

Mr. Garurnes. Well, it was a part of the Mississippi River proposal 
originally in 1936, and is today. 

Mr. Mack. What is the estimated population of this 145,000-acre 
area ? 

Mr. Garutnes. It is only about 7,000 people, but it is increasing. 
There is no large town in there. There are some small settlements. 

Mr. Screrer. How many people did you say ? 

Mr. Garutnes. I believe there are 7,000 people. 

Mr. Surru. In regard to local contributions, Mr. Gathings, all of 
this area is divided into levy districts or taxing local authorities, which 
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levy taxes upon the people to carry on the local contribution made to 
the overall Mississippi flood-control projects. It involves mainte- 
nance of all those projects. 

Mr. Scuerer. I just wanted to know the number of people on whom 
this $1,200,000 burden would fall. That is what I want to know. I 
think Mr. Gathings said it is 7,000. 

Mr. Garuines. Total of 7 000 population. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Brennan wants to make a correction. Instead of 
$1,200,000, it is what ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. It is approximately $700,000. The project is not 
entirely land enhancement. Sixty percent is land enhancement and 
40 percent is flood-damage prevention. 

Mr. Scnerer. Where did I get this figure? 

Mr. Brennan. I gave it to you. Iam in error. 

Mr. Scurrer. The Budget Bureau recommends a contribution of 
$700,000 ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; about one-half of 60 percent, or 30 percent 
of the overall project cost of approximately $2.4 million. 

Mr. Gatuines. The engineers did not recommend that contribution 
on the part of local interests. 

Mr. McGrecor. How much did the Army engineers recommend ? 

Mr. Wernxavurr. We did not recommend a cash contribution be- 
cause it isan extension of the Mississippi project. 

Mr. Scuerer. The Bureau of the Budget did not go along with 
your conclusion that it is a part of the Mississippi ? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. That is correct, sir, with respect to the cash con- 
tribution aspect. 

Mr. Scuerer. Have you been able to reconcile that difference with 
the Bureau of the Budget as of this time—the difference that exists 
as to whether this project is or is not a part of the Mississippi Valley 
Development ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. We have not made any further attempts after 
submission of the report to the Congress. 

Mr. Jones. What is the annual maintenance cost that will be borne 
by the local citizens? 

Mr. Wetnxavrr. About $50,000. 

Mr. Jones. That is a considerable amount. That will be supplied 
by the local people in addition to the other contributions they make? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. That is right. 

Mr. Smrrx. How far is this pumping station from the Mississippi 
River ? 

Mr. McRar. About 12 miles. The reservoir or backwater area is 
about 12 miles. 

Mr. Sarru. The Mississippi flood extends sometimes 100 miles, 
when they have them. They extend that far in width. It is hard to 
say someone 12 miles away would not be part of the Mississippi. 

Mr. Davis. That water would be pumped into the White, you see 
the White, and then it comes back into the Mississippi. There have 
been times, of course, when it would go all the way from the Missis- 
sippitothe White. Lagree with the gentleman. 

Mr. McGrecor. Could I raise one question? Have we sponsored a 
project on pumping stations, a similar project for pumping, as set up 
in this project? Did the Federal Government sponsor any other pro)- 
ects where pumping is incorporated as it is in this project ? 
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Mr. Wernxaurr. Mr. McGregor, in general we do pay for the 
pumping facilities. If there are ponding areas necessary, local in- 
terests provide the rights-of-way for the ponding areas. However, 
we do pay for the pumping facilities. 

Mr. Davis. We have several in my district now. 

Mr. Scuerrr. Without contribution from local people for the cost 
of the pumping facility ? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. The cash contribution is not figured on the basis 
of the physical plant. It is figured on the basis of the land enhance- 
ment. It is in addition to the normal minimum requirements of local 
cooperation for the flood damage prevention aspects. 

Mr. Scuerer. Insofar as the other public facilities are concerned, 
is there such a contribution, based on land enhancement ? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. In instances where there is land enhancement 
there would be a contribution, but not by virtue of the fact that there 
is a pumping plant there. 

Mr. Scuerer. You would not have land enchancement if you did 
not have the pumping facility, would you? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. In those instances where pumping facilities are 
provided, of course, they are necessary to provide the benefits. That 
is correct. 

Mr. Smrru. Land enhancement is just supplemental. You have 
to have pumping plant to get the flood control that is essential if you 
do not have any land enhancement. Of course, under this new scheme 
of figuring land enhancement, they have got some, but they have to 
have a pumping station, regardless of whether they have land enhance- 
ment at all. It has to be approximately the same size. It is just some- 
thing that happens to accrue. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Cramer? 

Mr. Cramer. This amounts to about $100 a farm, does it not, for 
the land enhancement? There are 7,000 families or farms involved. 

Mr. Situ. 7,000 people. 

Mr. Garuines. About 7,000 people. I do not know how many 
farms there are in the whole area. 

Mr. Cramer. It amounts to about $750 an acre. 

Mr. Garuines. That land would have a value of some $200 or $300 
an acre. 

Mr. Cramer. It would amount to $5.50 an acre, as I figure it. Is 
there a present drainage district established there? Is there a tri- 
state drainage district established ? 

Mr. Garuinas. Yes. Judge Blake came before this committee. 
He is the attorney for the district. That district, I believe, was 
created about 1929. . 

Mr. Cramer. If this project were approved by Congress, it would 
be taken care of by bonds and the farmers would pay it off on an acre- 
age basis over the life of the bonds, for 15 or 20 years, for the land 
enhancement and local contribution of $700,000. : 

Mr, Garurnes. They could not do it. They could not pay $700,000. 
That would be a new precedent that would be set by the Congress, 
should you deem the Bureau of the Budget recommendation proper. 

Mr. Cramer. That is the way it would be paid for if it were deemed 
proper. There would be a bond issue and it would be paid off over 
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a long period of time by assessment per acre against the property in- 
volved; would it not? 

Mr. Garutnes. I assume they would have to raise the money some 
way, if it were to be written into law. 

Mr. Cramer. That is the customary way of doing it. 

Mr. Gatutnes. It would be prohibitive. 

Mr. Scurerer. How much would it amount to? 

Mr. Cramer. $5.50 per acre for the project. 

I have no further questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Byrne? 

Mr. Byrne. I think the questions and answers resolved some of the 
doubts in my mind. I have this question: Where there is a cash 
amount paid locally, in what manner is it collected? Is it spread 
like a special assessment in a metropolitan area, and collected over a 
period of years, or is it collected in a lump sum? 

Mr. Garuines. I assume that these landowners now are paying in 
their assessments each year to this district—the White River Back- 
water District. They have to comply with the 1936 act which they 
have done to the letter. 

I do not know exactly what that assessment amounts to. I do not 
know. 

Mr. Scuerer. If we adopted this policy there would be just an addi- 
tional assessment on this land and it would be collected, perhaps, 
through the same agency that is collecting it now; is that correct, Mr. 
Weinkauff ? 

Mr. Wernxavurr. That is true. It would be through the same 
agencies. 

Mr. Cramer. The point I want to get across is there seems to be an 
impression in some of the members’ minds that the property owners 
would have to dig down in their pocket right now and dig up this $5.50 
an acre in order to get the project underway. 

While it is true this money has to be posted before construction 
starts, it does not mean that the individual farmer has to pay it out 
immediately. It is assessed over a long period of time and the district 
goes ahead and issues bonds to make the money available to the engi- 
neers. 

Mr. Gaturnes. I would hope you would not make such a require- 
ment in this legislation, Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. I am trying to clarify it with regard to Tombigbee 
and these others. I donot necessarily say that I agree with the Bureau 
of the Budget in this instance. I am trying to help clarify for the 
members of the committee as to what would happen if we did agree 
with the Budget Bureau in this instance and in the Tombigbee in- 
stance. Itisanentirely different project. 

Mr. Surrn. It is not related to the type of situation. The big ques- 
tion is, is a decision of the Bureau of the Budget moving in and saying 
this is not part of the Mississippi? 

Mr. Cramer. I agree with you, Mr. Smith. I wanted it for those 
projects that are not distinguishable, as this one is. That is what 
happened. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Gathings. ° 
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(The letter from White River Drainage District is as follows :) 


WHITE RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
PHILLIPS AND DESHA COUNTIES, ARK., 
Helena, Ark., June 7, 1957. 
Hon. EB. C. GATHINGs, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of June 4. 
The members of the Board of Commissioners of the White River Drainage Dis- 
trict of Phillips and Desha Counties, Ark., sincerely appreciate the efforts which 
you have put forth from time to time to have the pumping plant project approved 
and authorized by Congress in the omnibus flood control bill now pending before 
the Public Works Committee. 

We note from your letter that the Bureau of the Budget has more or less arbi- 
trarily recommended to Congress that the local interests be required to make a 
sizable contribution toward the cost and operation of the pumping plant. We 
are of the opinion that the Bureau of the Budget, in taking this position, has not 
taken into consideration the enormous amount of money that the local interests 
have already contributed and will be required to contribute in the future. 

The district is small in area as compared to some of the larger districts in the 
Mississippi Valley. The taxable acreage in our district is approximately 140,000 
acres. The landowners within the confines of the district have previously con- 
tributed several million dollars for the construction of main-line levees, and with- 
in the past several years the district has expended $450,000, without Government 
assistance, in the construction of drainage canals. The district expends approxi- 
mately $50,000 per annum for maintenance of levees and drainage canals. We 
think these figures convincingly disclose that the local interests have made a very 
sizable contribution to the White River project, and we are thoroughly convinced 
that the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget are arbitrary, inequitable, 
and unjustifiable. To require the district, through additional taxation against 
the lands, to make further contributions for the proposed project would be ex- 
orbitant and prohibitive. 

In considering the pumping plant project, it must be borne in mind that the 
authorization of this project was and is an integral part of the original plan for 
the protection of this area from disastrous floodwaters of the Mississippi and 
White Rivers. Every engineering plan designed for the protection of this area 
from floods called for the construction and operation of a pumping plant. A 
pumping plant is the only means of disposing of the surface waters when the 
floodgates are closed. In years when the precipitation is heavy or abnormal, as 
it has been this year, the floodgates are closed during the spring season for sev- 
eral months. When the gates are closed, the surface waters are impounded 
within the protected area, thus inundating thousands of acres of land. For ex- 
ample, in the present year of 1957, we have had 36.10 inches of rainfall within 
the area in question, when the normal rainfall for such period would be 21 or 
22 inches. The floodgates have been closed from time to time during the cur- 
rent year; the last date upon which the floodgates were closed was April 8, 1957, 
and they have remained closed since the above date and will probably be closed 
for a month or 6 weeks longer. The excessive rainfall, the closing of the flood- 
gates and the impounding of surface waters has brought about inestimable dam- 
ages to the landowners. Farming operations have been retarded for such a 
length of time that it is doubtful whether or not these landowners will be able 
to make a crop for the current year. 

In considering the contributions made by the local interests, we must also 
take into consideration the future contributions that will have to be made for 
the maintenance of levees, maintenance of drainage canals already constructed, 
and additional canals to be constructed, to provide adequate drainage and flood 
control. 

There exists another salient reason why the local interests should not be re- 
quired to make any contribution for the construction and operation of a pumping 
plant—the plan, as authorized by Congress, section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
approved June 15, 1936, was designed so that the entire area embraced within 
the district could be used as an emergency reservoir during the high flood stages 
in the Mississippi River. The lands within the district are subject to a perpetual 
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servitude for this purpose. The district was required to obtain a flowage and 
storage easement over each and every acre of land within the district for reser- 
voir purposes. The Federal Government was not required to expend one solitary 
penny for the right and privilege of using the lands in this area for reservoir 
purposes. The entire expense of obtaining these easements for flowage purposes 
was borne by the local interests—that is to say, the district. 
We will appreciate your filing this letter with the Public Works Committee of 
the House so they may be fully advised as to the contents thereof. 
We will also appreciate your continued efforts in our behalf. 
By orders of the Board of Commissioners: 
Yours very truly. 
WHITE RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
PHILLIPS AND DesHA COUNTIES, ARK., 
J. G. Burkz, Attorney. 
E. G. GREEN, Engineer. 
Mr. Davis. You have been very patient, Mr. Norrell. Do you think 
you could cover this in 10 minutes? 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. F. NORRELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Norretu. I am very much interested in the matter Mr. Gathings 
has testified to, and I am not in a position to say much about it. I 
do want to testify about 1 or 2 other small items in my district. 

Mr. Davis. Colonel Brennan, this involves the Boeuf and Tensas 
Rivers and the Bayou Macon Basin. The Chief recommended no 
contribution, and the budget asked for $600,000. Is that correct? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. This is exactly, sir, in the same 
category as the one for the White River Backwater, which was the 
last project. This is the same situation, except in this case practically 
all of the benefit is land enhancement and, therefore, the cash con- 
tribution will be 50 percent of almost the total project cost. 

The total project cost is $1.2 million. The cash contribution, in ac- 
cordance with the views of the budget, would be approximately 
$600,000. 

Mr. Baupwin. Could I ask a question on that, Mr. Chairman? I 
see here in the review report, Federal, $1,212,000; and non-Federal, 


$828,000. 
Where does this fit in? 
Mr. Brennan. The $600,000 would be in addition to the $828,000, 


Mr. Baldwin. That $828,000 represents the cost of certain supple- 
mental drainage work, which the local people have to do anyway. 
It is a local project, entirely, but it is needed to make the whole project 
function. 

Mr. Batpwin. This proposal is to take the balance of the $1,212,000 
and divide it half and half, between local and Federal ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Norrevy. If I may, on this point, Mr. Chairman, I have a pre- 
pared statement, a concise, brief statement, that I would like to read on 
this special matter. 

(Mr. Norrell’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF W. F. NoRRELL, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity which is given me to appear 


before your committee in behalf of items affecting the Sixth Congressional 
District of Arkansas. 
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EXTENSION OF BOEUF AND TENSAS RIVERS AND BAYOU MACON PROJECT 


The Senate-passed bill includes, in the provisions for the lower Mississippi 
River, item (c), a minor modification and extension of the plan for improvement 
in the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers and Bayou Macon Basin, Ark., in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $1,212,000. 

The plan of extension provides for the enlargement and/or cleanout of 7 
tributaries of Boeuf River and Bayou Macon which have drainage areas ranging 
between 17 and 18 square miles each, and are too large to be classed as local im- 
provements. Local cooperation is required as is furnished in the existing project 
in the basin, as also construction of supplementary farm-drainage improvements 
at very substantial expense to the landowners. The benefits produced and the 
distribution of overall costs between local interests and the Federal Government 
are comparable to those of the presently authorized project. Construction work 
on the channel extensions will not be started until the construction of the main 
arteries, previously authorized, has been completed below the mouths of the 
proposed extensions. 

While each of the seven tributaries need the improvement, and each is well 
justified, and as pointed out by the engineers might well have been included in 
the original authorization, there is very special need for the work contemplated 
on Black Pond Slough to provide adequate outlet for both local drainage and 
for the disposal of storm and sanitary sewerage from the city of McGehee, Desha 
County, Ark., where from time to time the sanitary conditions have been serious 
due to a lack of outlet for impounded waters. 


LAKE CHICOT 


Lake Chicot, a former oxbow bendway of the Mississippi River, in Chicot 
County, is located at Lake Village, the county seat. It is the largest natural lake 
within the State, some 15 miles long, with a normal water area of about 4,300 
acres. Before the great flood of 1927, it was a recreation center for Arkansas 
and adjoining States. 

The committee will recall that, when the Government closed up the natural 
outlets in building up the mainline levees on the Mississippi River, it made 
necessary the construction of the Boeuf-Tensas project for drainage. Prior to 
that time the surface waters south of Pine Bluff, Ark., passed into the Mississippi 
River. Following the building up of the mainline levees and the closure of the 
gaps, in order to pass the surface waters, drainage canals were constructed in 
Desha and Chicot Counties. It was the plan to pass about half of the headwaters 
from Macon Lake into a canal running into Boeuf River, and the other half 
through Lake Chicot, with a control system by which the water level in Lake 
Chicot would be stabilized and kept free of silt. Construction work was prac- 
tically completed when, in the spring of 1927, the great flood washed away the 
partially completed control system. Breaks in the Arkansas River levee caused 
large flows to traverse the ditches and channels of the drainage system, resulting 
in securing and deepening of inlets to Lake Chicot and in a high percentage of the 
tributary drainage being diverted into Lake Chicot, increasing flood heights and 
fluctuations in lake levels. Fine silt and clay brought into the lake at that time, 
and the continued flow from the drainage upstream, has all but devastated Lake 
Chicot. It is now a storage basin for polluted drainage from above, being used 
by the Federal Government to hold the waters of the Boeuf-Tensas drainage sys- 
tem. 

While the engineers state that the presently authorized improvements on 
canal 19 and Boeuf River may relieve the situation to some extent, they freely 
admit that any benefits to Lake Chicot therefrom can be determined only by 
observations over the years. 

We are certain that unless some action is taken by the Government to divert 
this drainage water from Lake Chicot there will be, in a relatively few years, 
no lake worthy of the name. The bed has already filled in to such an extent that 
recreational facilities are nearly nonexistent. It is wrong for the Federal Govy- 
ernment to continue, to its utter ruination, the use of Lake Chicot as a storage 
basin for the water of the Boeuf-Tensas system, to save itself the cost-of con- 
struction of the necessary diversion works. If the lake is to be saved there must 
soon be legislation to authorize the necessary work, for at the very best several 
years would elapse before construction could be anticipated. 

In their report the engineers find “the most favorable plan to consist of the 
diversion of flood flows from canals 48 and 81 into an enlarged Boeuf River 
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through the construction of a dam and outlet works in Macon Lake. A control 
a in Ditch Bayou would also be provided to permit the regulation of lake 
stages. 

The latter structure in Ditch Bayou has been constructed by local interests 
within the last year to assist in the regulation of lake stages, vitally important 
to fish. Previous to that construction a critical health situation had developed 
in Lake Village and vicinity from dead fish due to low water stages in the lake. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Norrett. As matters now stand, without construction by the 
Government of the necessary works to divert flood flows from Lake 
Chicot, the Federal Government is forcing upon our people a contribu- 
tion of some $6 million to its cost of construction of the Boeuf-Tensas 
drainage system on the work that they have already done, and they 
have done it well, and there is no criticism there at all. However, we 
are at the same time sustaining the loss of an actual asset, the value of 
which cannot be determined in dollars alone. 

The drainage water has been taken care of pretty well, and if we 
took the plan that we have now as mentioned in section C, that will 
be fine. 

Now, in conclusion, I request, therefore, an amendment to the bill 
to provide that a dam and outlet works in Macon Lake shall be con- 
structed to divert the flood flows from Canals 48 and 81 of the Boeuf- 
Tensas drainage system, directly into the Boeuf River, so that Lake 
Chicot, a former spot of beauty and source of healthful recreation, 
will not longer have forced upon it the ignoble role of a reservoir for 
the Boeuf-Tensas drainage waters for the passage of which waters the 
Federal Government is responsible. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Norrell, every member of this committee has the 
highest regard for you. We have been working very diligently to try 
to refine this bill and make it a good bill. Iam just speaking my own 
mind now. However, I would “have given anything in the world if 
you had not brought up this Lake C hicot business. The problem has 
existed for 30 years, and this is something new. You are asking us 
to make an amendment to this bill on which we have worked terribly 
hard. That is the language you and I use down south, but this is 
something brand new. We did not talk about Lake Chicot last year 

Mr. Norreti. The Army engineers have been investigating it for 
a long time, and they have had plan after plan after plan. 

Mr. Davis. But, they have not come up with it, and when we get 
to this point, we cannot help but feel a little nervous when you bring 
up something to us so brandnew which does not have the approval 
of the engineers as yet, when we are trying so diligently to bring out a 
bill. 

In other words, hold off on that Lake Chicot business. 

Mr. Norretxi. Well, I will certainly want to do what this committee 
recommends, but we have held off already so long, Mr. Chairman, As 
I said a while ago, Lake Chicot is very well known to me. I used to 
know Lake Chicot when I was a little boy 15 or 16 or 17 years of age. 
It is one of the most beautiful places that I can remember in my child- 
hood days. 

I think the Army engineers, Mr. Chairman, at least ought to decide 
on what is the best plan to do, and do it, as quickly as possible, 

I am not trying to rush anything, Mr. Chairman. This committee 
has been good to me, and I appreciate that. I shall always appreciate 
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it, but I think so sincerely that Lake Chicot ought to be restored to its 
beauty just like it was when the great flood of 1927 took place, and like 
it was before we simply had to make a place for this surface water. 

They used Lake Chicot partly for that purpose. I hope they will at 
least do it as soon, Mr. Chairman, as possible. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Mr. Chairman, I would surely like to congratulate 
my colleague from Arkansas for his eloquent and sincere presentation 
of this problem to the committee. It is very obvious that this is a mat- 
ter very close to his heart, and one that means a great deal to him. I 
am hopeful that the Army engineers can give us some information 
which would make it possible to act favorably on the project. 

Mr. Norreti. Thank you, Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. McGrecor. I want to concur in the statement made by our 
chairman, and by our colleague, Mr. Edmondson. I think every mem- 
ber not only of this committee but of the Congress admires you and 
your activities, and certainly you have been sincere in your efforts. 
However, I join with the e hair man in his remarks. I doubt the feasi- 
bility of attempting to put in this particular project. I concur in your 
statement that the Army engineers should give immediate considera- 
tion to this matter so that they will have some type of report that you 
might present in the near future when pore another omnibus bill 
is brought before us. I join with my colleague, and congratulate you. 

Mr. Norreut. Thank you, Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. Davis. I think you made considerable progress here this 
morning. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add a few words in re- 

gard to my interest in this project. I am interested in it not only 
~ ause of Mr. Norrell, but also because I know Lake Chicot, and I am 
familiar with the deterioration that he explained. 

Back before the Mississippi flood of 1927 Lake Chicot was a resort 
spot, and a recreation spot for all of the Mississippi Delta area. 
Across the river they used to have the Boy Scout camp in that area in 
the summer, and things like that. It has been a great recreational 
loss for it to be in the condition it is in now. 

Mr. Norretyi. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you so very much, Mr. Norrell, and without ob- 
jection, the committee will meet promptly at 10 o’clock tomorrow. 

We have a very hard day ahead of us. 

(Thereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee : adjourned, to meet again 
at 10 a. m., the following day, Wednesday, June 5, 1957.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 5, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComniItTEE oF Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The committee will be in order. 

I hope that Mr. McGregor will be here. Mr. McConnell says he 
is on the way. ' ; 

This is a very important session this morning and one which will 
require time and concentrated effort because it is a big project, and one 
on which the Chief of Engineers himself is appearing. 

Colonel Penny and your men have been doing a fine job, General 
Itschner. 

General Irscuner. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Davis. We have been trying very conscientiously to refine this 
bill, and we have really worked with a fine-toothed comb. The com- 
mittee has been sitting as a committee of the whole and the Subcom- 
mittee on Flood Control, which heard all of the projects last year, has 
had the responsibility of conducting the hearings. We had a very fine 
attendance and we hope in the next few days we are going to complete 
it and try to bring out a bill which will not receive a Presidential veto. 
That is our hope, because we realize that the problem nationwide 
continues to be a very acute one. 

Senator Kerr is here this morning, and Senator Monroney is also 
here. I have just stated, Senator Kerr and Senator Monroney, before 
you came in, and we were really idling our motors so that you could 
get over here from the other side of the Capitol, because that is a 
very long short walk for everybody, that we have been attempting 
very conscientiously in this bill to refine it and to be so thoroughly 
informed about its contents that it would meet with the approval of 
the full committee, and we hope would meet with the approval of the 
House of Representatives; and we certainly hope we can get a bill 
which will not receive a second veto in a successive year. We have 
been devoting the last few days to those projects on which the com- 
mittee wanted additional information. We appreciate the attendance 
of Senator Kerr and Senator Monroney and our colleagues, Albert and 
Thornberry and Oren Harris, who will be back here just as soon as.he 
gets his own committee started. 

With that in mind, we hope to concentrate our thinking on this 
project this morning, so that we can vote on it. We appreciate you 
gentlemen coming over here. 
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General Itschner, will you come around please? I think it is proper 
that General Itschner make a general statement about the Red-Ouachi- 
ta River Basin, with particular emphasis on the several reservoirs 
which we have commonly come to call the Millwood Reservoir and the 
others related to it. This matter is one of such importance that the 
Chief of Engineers has come personally before the committee this 
morning. 

General Itschner, will you please summarize this whole situation, be- 
cause some of the members of this committee are new to the committee. 


Mitiwoop Reservorr AND ALTERNATE Reservorr, Lirrie River, 
OKLA. AND ARK. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITISCHNER, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, the project which you have be- 
fore you for consideration is the Millwood project, with modifications 
and subsititution of a number of separate upstream reservoirs for part 
of the capacity of the already authorized Millwood project. 

The Millwood project is located on the Little River, a short distance 
above its confluence with the Red River in the State of Arkansas and 
in the southwestern corner of that State. The Little River has its 
source in Oklahoma. 

The Chief of Engineers in his report recommended a project which 
would substitute for approximately 25 percent of the storage in Mill- 
wood Reservoir, six reservoirs on tributaries. They are, beginning 
on the west, on the Little River itself, the Pine C ae project; on 
Glover C reek, the Lukfata project; on Mountain Fork, the Broken 
Bow project; on Rolling Fork, the De Queen project ; on the Cossatot 
River, the Gillham project ; and, on the Saline River, the Dierks proj- 
ect. Three of these projects are in Oklahoma and three are in 
Arkansas, 

The Chief of Engineers recommended as follows: That these proj- 
ects be constructed with the one qualification that the Lukfata project 
should be further justified at the time it is placed under construction 
as a result of detailed studies, because of the fact that the justification 
for that project appears marginal, based upon limited information 
available to us at this time. 

We also recommended that in the Millwood Reservoir there be pro- 
vided 150,000 acre-feet of storage for water-supply purposes. The 
entire project has a favorable benefit-cost ratio of 1.41 to 1, varying 
from 0.94 to 1 for Lukfata—which is the project we believe should 
be further conisdered in the future when we do make a detailed study 
of it—on up to 1.68 to 1 for the Broken Bow project. 

The bill, as passed by the Senate (S. 497), added to the project 
a second dam and reservoir on Mountain Fork called Sherwood Dam, 
upstream from Broken Bow. It provided for the inclusion of power, 
which we did not recommend, in both Broken Bow and Sherwood 
projects. 

The benefit-cost ratio for those 2 projects considered together was 
below unity—0.81 to 1—taking into account the factor of taxes for gone. 
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The taxes forgone amount is $1,162,000. If that factor is not con- 
sidered, the benefit-cost ratio would be 1.11 to 1. 

This project has been discussed before, before this committee, and 
I would be glad to amplify on it to any extent desired by the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Davis. The Bureau of the Budget made no objection to the re- 
port of the Chief of Engineers. Their only objection raised on the 
item in our omnibus bill was on the grounds of insufficient local cost- 
sharing. As I see it from this sheet which is provided to us, the total 
cost of the modified Millwood with the upstream reservoirs would 
be $103,035,000, less a cash contribution by the local interests of $2,- 
281,000, which would make the total cost $100,754,000; and the total 
Federal cost of construction at this time less the total cost of the 
presently authorized Millwood Reservoir, which is $49,800,000, would 
mean that it would require an additional Federal authorization of 
$50,954,000, 

I do believe in the Senate bill they used the figure of $53,235,000. 
How would we reconcile the difference there, General, between the 
$50,954,000 in the memorandum included in your report and the 
$53,235,000, which appears in the Senate bill? I assume the Senate 
had some reason for making that $53,235,000. That appears on page 
29 of the Senate bill. Do you recall the reasoning of the Senate on 
that ? 

General Irscuner. The difference, sir, can be accounted for by the 
fact that in our project we provided for a local contribution of 
$2,281,000, which was eliminated in the Senate bill. 

Mr. Davis. I see. The local contribution was eliminated in the 
Senate bill ? 

Mr. Becker. Then that is added to the $50,954,000, making it 
$53,235,000. 

Mr. Davis. That brings it up exactly to the figure in the Senate bill. 

Mr. Mack. What would that contribution of $2,281,000 be paid for ? 
Is that water storage or what? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. That local contribution was for the 
enhancement of land values provided by the project. 

Mr. Mack. How about the storage of water? Is that to be paid for 
at some future time ? 

General Irscuner. The storage of water is to be paid for by the 
consumers of that water. That has not been changed in the Senate bill. 

The total amount that will be repaid in our recommendation was 
$55,781,000. That amount would be paid entirely by water consumers, 
because in our recommendation we had no power. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. How is that computed, General? Is the $55,781,000 
computed on an annual basis? How do you differentiate between 
the fact that you say there is a cash contribution of $2,281,000, and yet 
we are going to have repayable items in the amount of $55 million ? 

General Irscuner. The cash contribution was a payment immedi- 
ately for land-enhancement benefits. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. Whereas the $55,781,000 was to be repaid as the 
water is used. 
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Mr. Jones. As we consider it in other projects, we could considen 
this as a local contribution participating in the cost of the project, 
could we not? 

General Irscuner. We did point out in our report that this $55,- 
781,000 would be a local contribution toward the cost of the project. 

Mr. Jones. Is it computed on acre-feet of storage space, or actual 
gallons of water sold ? 

General Irscuner. It is based upon an allocation of cost by the 
separable-cost-remaining-benefits method for each project. 

Mr. Jones. Have you reached any agreement with the local inter- 
ests as to how much water they will be able to obtain in the future 
under this arrangement ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir That was considered, and it was con- 
cluded that there was a need for this water, and that the local inter- 
ests would be able to make such a payment. 

Mr. Jones. Has there been any firm commitment made by the Corps 
of Engineers and the people who are ultimately going to use this 
water ? 

General Irscuner. The State of Oklahoma through its Governor 
indicated that the State of Oklahoma would be able to pay the amount 
specified for their water. 

The State of Arkansas has not to my knowledge indicated that they 
will pay for it as a State, but there are local groups which have indi- 
cated they have a need for water, and are willing to pay for it. 

Mr. Jones. So the ultimate cost of the project will be approximately 
$44 million ? 

General Irscuner. The Federal cost will be pretty nearly $45 mil- 
lion. To be exact, $44,973,000. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Davis. I was going to recognize Mr. Edmondson, but he has 
yielded to you for the moment. 

Mr. McGrecor. I was not able to get your explanation on the 
$2,281,000. That is local land values which the local interests are 
participating in? 

General Irscuner. That $2,281,000 is the contribution which we 
would expect local interests to make in consideration of the increased 
values of their lands resulting from this project. It is land which will 
be protected from inundation and which, therefore, can be used for a 
higher type of use. In other words, land which for merly was waste- 
land might become pastureland, and pastureland might become row 
cropland, and so on. 

I might say, If I may, that all the figures I have given you are based 
upon our recommended report, and that. the figures would be changed 
somewhat by the Senate bill, S. 497. 

Mr. Davts. In listing the names of the interested members in this 
matter, I deliberately failed to call the name of our valued member on 
this committee, Ed Edmondson, because he is always with us and he 
continually reminds us of the importance of this project. So the 
record will show you are here as usual, Mr. Edmondson, and I under- 
stand you have a question to ask. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes, sir. I wanted to ask the general how much 
flood storage is provided by this system of dams, if you can tell us? 
The reason why I am asking you that is because in the flight we made 
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over this area this past week, I think Colonel Dalrymple of your office 
agreed with us that there was certainly a demonstrated need for a 
great deal of flood protection in that area, which is not now available. 

General Irscuner. We certainly have a very great need for addi- 
tional flood control right now. Some of our dams are spilling down 
is that area. Denison Dam, which is quite a distance upstream 

Mr. Davis. Excuse me. Where is Denison Dam? 

General Irscuner. It is off the map here. It is on the Red River 
between Oklahoma and Texas. That dam is spilling considerably at 
the present time, and more water is coming in. The levees that protect 
land adjacent to the reservoir area are in great danger of being over- 
topped. We are trying to prevent that. Flooding downstream at 
Fulton, Ark., which is on the map just south of the confluence of the 
Little and Red Rivers, is going to be quite severe in the next few 
days—higher than earlier this year. Great damage will be incurred, 
and it is unavoidable. 

Mr. Becker. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman? Would you 
yield to me? 

Mr. Epmonson. I am still waiting for his answer on how much flood 
storage will be provided there, but I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Becker. In talking about the $2,281,000 for land enhancement, 
local contribution, how about any land enhancement below the Mill- 





‘ wood Reservoir? Is there not land enhancement there, or any value 


to those people? 

General Itscunzr. This land enhancement value was used for the 
river upstream from Millwood, between Millwood and the six smaller 
projects. The Millwood project has already been authorized without 
land enhancement as a factor. Consequently, as a result it would be 
improper to try to assess local interest for these land enchantment 
values for a project already authorized. 

Mr. Brecker. In other words, this local contribution of $2,281,000 
is for land enhancement above the Millwood Reservoir. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. Above the Millwood Reservoir and 
downstream from the smaller reservoirs. 

Mr. Brecker. But was there at any time any local contribution on 
the Millwood Reservoir for land enhancement down below ? 

General Irscuner. At the time the Millwood Reservoir was author- 
ized it was not the practice to charge for land enhancement. 

Mr. Becker. It was not the practice at that time? 

General ItscuHner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. In other words, this point has now come up since the 
act of 1952, I think you said, or as Colonel Penny brought out yester- 
day, when this policy of land enhancement values was established. In 
other words, the policy was changed in 1952, as it was brought out yes- 
terday or the day before. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. The policy was changed at the very 
end of 1952—the last day of 1952. 

Mr. Brecker. So now there is no opportunity for charging for any 
of the benefits to the people below the Millwood Reservoir, because 
this was authorized prior to 1952? 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir. It was authorized prior 
to 1952. 
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Mr. Becker. And now the land enhancement values must all be 
charged against those projects north and west, let us say, of the Mill- 
wood Reservoir ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. But when you say “all,” it is only for 
the land which lies north of Millwood Reservoir. 

Mr. Becker. North of Millwood Reservoir ? 

General IrscuHner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brecker. But is the southerly part, the part south of Millwood, 
going to be benefited by these projects going in north of Millwood? 

General IrscHneEr. It will be benefited. Any land downstream from 
Millwood will be benefited by the projects upstream, but they will 
not be benefited more than they would have been under the original 
authorization, because we are reducing the capacity of Millwood by 
about 25 percent and substituting for it these other reservoirs. So 
the people downstream are no better off than they were before under 
the original authorization. 

Mr. Becker. You mean with these other dams in the project above 
the Millwood Reservoir, the people below Millwood will not be bene- 
fited at all? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. I did not mean that exactly. The 
people downstream from Millwood will be benefited by the entire 
project, part of which will be the Millwood Reservoir itself, and part 
of which will be the upstream reservoirs that are being substituted 
for part of the original authorized storage in Millwood; but they will 
be no better off if this project is adopted, than they would have been 
if we had just left the Millwood project the way it was originally 
authorized. 

You see, we are merely substituting for storage in Millwood stor- 
age in these upstream reservoirs. Consequently the people down 
below are in the same position they would have been with the Mill- 
wood Reservoir as it is presently authorized. 

Mr. Becker. But they are going to be greatly benefited by it below 
Millwood ? 

General Itscuner. They will be greatly benefited, but no more than 
they would have been with Millwood as originally authorized. It 
will be the same to them. 

— Brecker. It will reduce the flooding at places like Fulton and 

Ow. 

General Irscuner. It will reduce the flooding very greatly over 
what it is in its natural condition right now, today, but it will not 
reduce the flooding that they would have under the original project. 

I have a question I did not answer for Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. Epmonson. Do you have the storage on that ? 

General Ivscuner. Yes, sir; 2,996,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Epmonpson. That is a pretty sizable amount of flood-control 
storage and is badly needed on the Red River downstream, too. 

General Irscuner. That storage will save millions of dollars of 
damage that is going to occur this week. 

Mr. Byrne. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Epmonpson. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Has the Corps of Engineers taken any position on 
subparagraphs (2) and (3) on pages 29 and 30, that is, on the word- 
ing of those two paragraphs ? 
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Mr. Davis. Could we take that up after we proceed a little bit ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Surely, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. We are going to talk about the whole water resources 
thing in a minute, if you w ill just hold it. 

Mr. Batpwin. Y es, sir. I will be glad to, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Was this change in “1952 when the famous A-47 direc- 
tive came into being ? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. The budget circular A-47. 

Mr. Davis. That was the first time they had A-47. A lot of others 
became reconciled to it and they had a fixed formula. That is why 
I insisted that I think the Members of the House and the Senate have 
certain responsibilities in connection with it that we ought to exer- 
cise, such as the fixing of the local contribution. 

Mr. B: aldwin, wh: at is your next question? Is it along this line, or 
on something else ? 

Mr. BaLpwIn. My question is as to the Corps of Engineers’ position 
on paragraph 2, which I understood you wanted to defer. 

Mr. Davis. For just a moment. Do you have any other questions ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. I would like to yield to Mr. Byrne for a question, 
if I may. 

Mr. Davis. All right, Mr. Byrne. 

Mr. Byrne. In recent weeks you have had reports of unusual rain- 
fall and damage in the very area that is outlined on that map, have 
you not? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. That is correct. 

Mr. Byrne. And the nature of the damage is most unusual or of 
most serious character, is it not? 

General Irscuner. The amount of damage has been quite great. It 
is not a record flood, but there has been a very great amount of dam- 
age, and it is a flood which would not occur very frequently. 

Mr. Byrne. And the proposed changes or projects that you have re- 
ferred to on that map would have a certain effect. What would be the 
corrective measures which would take care of the conditions which are 
existent now ? 

General Itscuner. The projects which are shown on the map and 
which are included in the project under consideration would have very 
materially reduced the damages in that general area and below Mill- 
wood Dam. At Fulton, Ark., the dam would have eliminated the 
damage that occurred and will occur this week at that point. 

Mr. Byrne. In other words, if those projects recommended were 
in existence, they would eliminate the damages that are occurring and 
have occurred in recent weeks ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. If you limited that to the area down- 
stream from the six tributary dams and on the Little River down- 
stream from Millwood Dam and on the Red River from Fulton on 
down, I think all the way to the Mississippi. 

Mr. Byrne. That is all. 

Mr. Dootey. Will you yield? 

To digress for a moment, when you make an estimate that $55 mil- 
lion will be ultimately repaid for water supply, do you have any 
riod of time involved in that estimate? Is there any definite period 
of years, or is it for infinity ? 
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General Irscuner. The period over which that $55,781,000 would 
be repaid would be a 50-year period. There again that amount was 
the amount in our recommended project. The amount repaid under 
the Senate bill would be about $12 million less. 

Mr. Davis.. General, in this overall picture you try to look at it from 
two standpoints, do you not? One, to protect these people against 
the excessive fall of water—and therein lies your flood problem; and, 
two, while you are doing that, do you not have in the back of your 
mind also the provision, or, rather, the storage of water as it falls 
tor domestic and other use in times when you do not have too much 
water in that year ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. If I may address myself to that par- 
ticular point, the water that is obtained from the Little River and its 
tributaries is excellent water; it is fresh and it has very little alkali 
in it. It is by far the best water that can be obtained in that entire 
region and on to the west, with the possible exception of Boswell and 
Hugo Reservoirs. They also have good water. But it is very fine 
water and is needed badly. I believe it is not a question of finding 
users for that water, but instead people will be fighting over it, and, 
in effect, they are now. 

The State of Oklahoma does not want this water exported. There 
has been a good deal of talk about Fort Worth and Dallas getting 
water from this region. So there is no question, I think, but what the 
water supply is badly needed, and it is wonderful water. 

Mr. Davis. So I repeat, you have two things that you are thinking 
about, namely, to take care of the flood conditions, ‘and also to hold 
that water insofar as possible for use when it is needed by the people 
for domestic and industrial purposes, irrigation, and other purposes 
which use water. 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Which emphasizes more and more to this committee that 
water is becoming a very major problem in the economy and the hap- 
piness of this whole country. 

Mr. Rogers, did you have a question ? 

Mr. Rocers. I have 2 or 3 questions I wanted to ask. 

General, what would you say is the breakdown as to benefits for flood 
control and water storage and water supply? Just generally. 

General Irscrrner. The breakdown in benefits and costs ? 

Mr. Rocers. In a percentage of the benefits attributable to flood con- 
trol and water supply. 

General Irscuner. The total annual benefits for flood control for 
the entire system as we recommended it were $2,874,400; whereas the 
total benefits for water ey as we recommended it were $2,211,000. 
That does not include the 150,000 acre-feet in Millwood Dam which 
was added later. I can give you the amounts including Millwood stor- 
age—the average : annual benefits. 

Could I supply that for the record ? 

(The information is as follows:) 

It is estimated that average annual benefits in the amount of $1,284,000 will 
be realized as a result of providing an additional 150,000 acre-feet of water supply 
storage in Millwood Reservoir, bringing the total benefits for the project to 
$6,369,300. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. I just wondered about it, and then I have two 
other questions. 
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As I understand it, Broken Bow has a 1.0 benefit ratio? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. The Lukfata Reservoir was the one I 
particularly mentioned as having less than unity. 

Mr. Rogers. That was less than unity ? 

General Irscuner. A little less than unity. But we feel there is a 
good chance that would come over unity if we studied it in detail. We 
have to refine our study and know how the project is to be built. It is 
very close to unity—0.94 to 1. 

Mr. Rogers. I see. 

General Itscuner. The Mountain Fork project, which is a combina- 
tion of the Broken Bow project , which we did recommend, and the 
Sherwood project, which is upstream from Broken Bow—if you in- 
clude power in those two projects they have a benefit-cost ratio of 0.81 
to 1,1 * pail consider taxes forgone. Actually, when computing power 
rates you do not consider taxes forgone, but ‘when you do consider it 
in an economic analysis they would have less than 1-to-1 benefit-cost 
ratio. 

Mr. Rocers. But the overall benefits would be 1.41. Is that correct? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. If you considered the project as a whole rather than 
dividing it up. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. And on the Mountain Fork with 
Broken Bow and Sherwood we would have a benefit-cost ratio of 1.11 
to 1 if we did not consider the value of taxes forgone. 

Mr. Rogers. I have one other question. As I understand it, the 
average local contribution would be about 3.9 percent. Is that cor- 
rect ? 

General Irscuner. The 3.9 percent is for land-enhancement values 
only. That is correct for that. There is another large contribution 
toward the cost of the water supply. 

Mr. Rocers. Do local interests maintain the project, or are the an- 
nual charges charged against the Federal Government? 

General Irscrrner. No, sir. The Federal Government would main- 

tain the project and operate it, as is the custom on all large reservoirs. 
It is only local-protection projects that are turned over to the local in- 
terests for maintenance. 

Mr. Rocers. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions on this first paragraph? 

Mr. Thompson ? 

Mr. Tuompson. I would like to ask the general, What was the origi- 
nal amount authorized for Millwood? Is this $49,800,000 figure the 
original figure ? 

General Irscuner. The presently authorized Millwood Dam, which 
is the one I believe you are referring to, was estimated to cost $49,- 
800,000 ; : 

Mr. Tuomrson. Now that you have reduced your plans for the ca- 
pacity by approximately 25 percent, what will the adjusted cost of 
Millwood Reservoir be ? 

General Irscuner. I have the annual cost for the modified Millwood 
Dam, but I can get for you the cost of it. The cost of the Millwood 
Reservoir, reduced by 25 percent in flood-control volume, but increased 
enough to provide 150,000 acre-feet of storage for water supply, would 
be $45,680,000. 
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Mr. THompson. Then the figure $50,954,000, appearing on your 
memorandum as the additional Federal authorization required for the 
additional projects, would not reflect the true cost of the 6 additional 
projects? You have to add the additional $4 million you are saving 
at Millwood, so the total cost of the additional projects would be closer 
to $55 million than $50 million ? 

General Irscuner. Yes,sir. That is correct. The total cost of the 
entire project under the new plan would be $103,035,000. 

Mr. Trompson. But the distribution would be changed slightly / 

General Irscuner. The distribution is changed, but the benefits are, 
of course, greater. 

Mr. THomeson. I have one other question. Do you have any figures 
on the damages in these areas over the past 10 years, let us say? Do 
you have the flood damages ? 

General Irscuner. We haveit. Yes, sir. 

Mr. THompson. It would be interesting to know just what the 
damages have been over a given period of time. 

General Irscuner. During the period of record, which is from 
January 1938 through December 1949—that is a little bit before the 
period you specified, but partly within the 10-year period 

Mr. THomrson. Over an 11-year period ¢ 

General Irscuner. There were 74 floods, with peak discharges rang- 
ing all the way from 7,000 second-feet at Millwood Dam to 152,000 
second-feet. Anything above 7,000 second-feet would create some 
damage. Four floods had peak discharges in excess of 100,000 second- 
feet. Those floods occurred in 1938, when we had two of them, 1945 
and 1949. 

Mr. THompson. Do you have an estimate of the amount of damages 
for that 11-year period ¢ 

General Irscuner. The flood damages are estimated to be, for an 
average over a long period of time, $2,522,000 per year. So over a 
10-year period it would be about $25 million on an average. That is, 
at current prices. 

Mr. Tuompson. Does that cover all of the area to be served by the 
smaller projects at Millwood, or only in the Millwood area ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. That is for all flood damages down- 
stream from the smaller projects. 

Mr. THompson. I see. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. The inclusion of domestic or industrial water supply in 
these reservoirs will add to the cost. Do you say that is to be repaid 
to the Federal Government over a period of 50 years? Will it be re- 
paid with or without interest ? 

General Irscuner. That money would be repaid with interest at 
the Federal rate. 

Mr. Mack. And the two power installations that are included in the 
Senate bill, but which were not recommended by the Army engineers— 
will that money be reimbursed with or without interest ? 

General Itscuner. Yes, sir. The power cost would be reimbursed 
with interest at the Government rate. 

Mr. Mack. What will be the capacity of those two power installa- 
tions? How much additional will their installation add to the cost of 
the project ? 
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General Irscuner. The installed capacity at the Sherwood Dam 
would be 50,000 kilowatts, and the installed capacity of Broken Bow 
Dam would be 75,000 kilowatts. The cost of the 2 will be $56,245,000. 

Mr. Mack. Just the power facilities ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. That is the cost of power in the 
project. 

Mr. Mack. And those power facilities are provided for in this 
authorization in the Senate bill? 

General Irscuner. Yes,sir. In the Senate bill. 

Mr. Batpwrin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwrn. General Itschner, could I ask you one question about 
the cash contribution of $2,281,000? Has the Corps of Engineers taken 
any steps to find out whether that contribution will be readily available 
from the local interests? 

General IrscuHner. We do not have any positive assurances that 
such a contribution would be forthcoming. However, we would not 
recommend an appropriation for the project until we could be sure 
we would receive such a contribution from the local interests. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions on this point? 

Mr. Scuwence. I would like to raise one point, Mr. Chairman, 
which is my pet question on all of these projects. That has to do with 
the dam becoming inefficient through the silting process. I am wonder- 
ing if, in your opinion, you have the cooperation in this instance of 
the people in the watershed to prevent a portion of or most of that 
silting ? 

General Irscuner. Fortunately, sir, in this particular area the silt- 
ing of reservoirs is not a serious problem. We, of course, would welcome 
any erosion-control measures that the people upstream would take, 
but this particular area is largely wooded, except for the river valleys 
themselves, and even some of the river valleys are wooded. It is not 
an area where siltation is a serious problem. The little amount that 
will occur has been taken into account, and the amounts given as the 
capacity of the reservoirs will represent the amount that will be 
available under current conditions after 50 years. So anything the 
local people do to improve the soil conservation will just prolong the 
life of the reservoirs correspondingly. 

Mr. Scuwencet. In your opinion, as we consider all of these proj- 
ects, do you think our laws are adequate or should we go further in 
that direction and perhaps require more cooperation from the people 
in the watershed? These dams are pretty expensive and in some that 
I have seen the silting process goes on pretty rapidly, and it reduces 
the value of the dams, and in some instances even makes the situation 
worse than it was before. 

General Irscuner. I think any effort to improve the erosion con- 
ditions upstream should be handled separately from these projects, 
because in every case we do consider the silting that is apt to occur, 
and that is while taken care of in our estimate of cost and the length 
of life of the project. Also, upstream landowners derive no flood- 
control benefits from the project and therefore they cannot be expected 

to employ usual oil-conservation measures to benefit the reservoir. 
On.the other hand, I feel that soil-conservation measures should be 
taken upstream of many of these projects, particularly farther west, 
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in an area where there is not so much vegetation as there is here. This 
is not an arid part of those States. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. General, will you step aside momentarily? I should like 
to ask Senator Kerr if he will take that seat for a moment so we can 
see you better, and Senator Monroney also, please. These two Sen- 
ators are so familiar with this question and both of them have studied 
it exhaustively, that I am sure they will be able to give us a very com- 
prehensive statement on it. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Davis. Senator Kerr. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT S. KERR, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, I want to say to this committee that 
I regard this as a great honor. I have had few higher moments in my 
life than the hours I have spent in this chair. 1 would presume it was 
certainly in this spot before this committee in 1946, when I was Gov- 
ernor of Oklahoma, when another great advocate of conservation sat 
where you sit, Mr. c hairman, and it was my privilege to help to make 
the case at that time for the authorization by this committee and the 
Congress of the Arkansas River development program. So you gen- 
tlemen will understand that I not only am happy to have the oppor- 
tunity to talk to you about this project, but also to recall that time 
which was so momentous in the development of Oklahoma and Ar- 
kansas and the States affected by the Arkansas River watershed. 

I think an observation or two, Mr. Chairman, might be in order. 
To begin with, as of this moment the area affected by this project is a 
wilderness of water. Few times in the history of our State has nature 
unleashed the mighty power of her forces in the manner and to the 
degree that it is now manifesting there. There is more water presently 
going out of the area of Oklahoma in this limited space I now indi- 

vate than is carried by many of our great rivers at floodtide. On the 
average, more water jeaves Oklahoma in this limited area than often 
is carried by the Colorado River. The water going into the great 
Boulder Dam probably does not equal 18 million acre-feet a year. An 
average of 14 to 16 million acre-feet leaves Oklahoma in the area from 
here to here annually. 

This is one of the great undeveloped areas of our country where 
can be found, as was indicated a few moments ago by General Itsch- 
ner, probably one of the great unused supplies of undiluted, unpol- 
luted, pure, fresh water. The distinguished gentleman here on my 
right asked about the silt that would accumulate in these projects. 
This watershed is a vast area of mountains in southwestern Arkansas 
and southeastern Oklahoma. There are thousands of square miles 
of timber-clad mountains where the average annual rainfall ap- 
proaches 50 inches per year. Even at floodtide on Little River often- 
times the water is no more than murky and is fit for drinking and for 
human consumption. 

Now, there are a number of things about this that I would like to 
discuss, if I may, Mr. Chairman. The project, as inserted in this 
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bill by the Senate, was recommended and justified in one of the great 
historic documents in the record of water conservation by this Con- 
gress. In 1952 the Congress passed legislation setting up the Ar- 
kansas-White-Red River Basin Study Commission, having on it rep- 
resentatives of the eight States affected and of each of the Federal 
agencies affected, namely, the Department of Agriculture through 
Soil Conservation, the Federal Power Commission, the Department of 
the Interior through Reclamation, the Department of the Army 
through its great Corps of Engineers, the Public Health Service, and 
the Department of Commerce. That Commission spent 5 years under 
their authorization in developing their report on the total soil and 
water resources of those two great undeveloped basins, tributaries to 
the Mississippi River. 

In that record is found a very comprehensive study, endorsement 
and recommendation of this project, as authorized by the Senate. It 
is true that that was in the days BA-47, that is, before Budget Order 
A-47. I do not know what validity this committee attaches to A-47. 
I will say to you any resemblance between it and the bill which this 
committee sent to the Senate last year, which was before the sub- 
committee of which I was chairman, is purely coincidental. If this 
committee attaches any validity to A-47, it could not be discerned 
from the language of the bill that you sent to us. 

I would remind this committee of this: That bill was passed by 
the Senate without deleting a single line which this committee had 
written into it, and the bill ‘that came to you this year tracked the bill 
which you passed last year, and helped to rewrite in conference almost 
word for word. Under great pressure we reduced the authorization 
for the lower Mississippi. We took out one project, as I remember 
it, Dade County, Fla. We added a few, most of which had been ap- 

roved and recommended by the Bureau of the Budget, and we passed 
it on the Senate floor and sent it back to you. A determined fight 
was made on the floor of the Senate against this bill by men who would 
permit the Bureau of the Budget of the executive department to write 
the legislation of this Congress. 

I led the fight on the floor of the Senate for the bill as you had writ- 
ten it, rather than as it was attempted to be dictated by the Bureau 
of the Budget. There were two principal fights on this bill on the 
floor of the Senate. I want to say that the wrath of those who opposed 
it was addressed in part to this project, but in greater part to proj- 
ects which had been put into this bill by your committee, Mr. Chair- 
man, and preserved intact by the Senate committee, and delivered 
unscathed from the hands of those on the floor of the Senate who 
would have despoiled it. They made an effort to recommit the bill 
to the committee. 

There was no other interpretation to their action but this; namely, 
that the committee would, under the instructions of the Senate, rewrite 
the bill in accordance with the mandate of the Bureau of the Budget. 

The other fight on this bill on the floor of the Senate was against 
your section 205. We defended it with equal vigor and with equal 
success. Now, the distinguished general of the Corps of Engineers, 
in my judgment one of the ablest we have ever been blessed with, has 
presented to you the viewpoint of the principles of land enhance- 
ment and taxes foregone. I want to say to you that if the Congress 
ever recognizes the validity of those two principles as enunciated 
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in that Budget directive—in my judgment the abortive effort of one 
administration fully adopted and clasped to the bosom of another 
administration ; it is bipartisan, gentlemen; it does not have the bene- 
fit of clergy, but I want to tell you that its parents are well known and 
abundantly identified, and in my judgment they share the blame for 
it with equal ignominy—if we ever recognize the validity of the prin- 
ciple of taxes forgone and required reimbursement for land enhance- 
ment below flood-control projects you will set back the program of 
land and water conservation in the United States of America by 
50 years. 7 

The great Theodore Roosevelt, when he called the original con- 
ference on conservation, attempted no such abortive effort as the impo- 
sition of the principle of taxes foregone and contribution for land 
enhancement. From that good day down until this, so far as I know, 
these principles, have never been inflicted by the Congress upon the 
areas in which any great project has been built. 

I do not know how much hydroelectric power there is in this coun- 
try. I would like to ask my good friend, the Chief of Engineers, 
if he knows and if he can tell this committee how many of them are 
on the statute books today carrying the burden of the principle of 
taxes foregone. 

General Irscuner. I do not know of any hydroelectric projects 
that are authorized today that have the provisions in it. 

Senator Kerr. And none of them that are built ? 

General Irscuner. And none of them built, I am sure. 

Senator Kerr. Is there any great flood-control project in this coun- 
try or any project anywhere near approaching the capacity of this 
»roject that has in it the requirement of the principle of contribution 
by landowners below the reservoirs to make local contribution toward 
the cost of the reservoirs ? 

General Itscuner. I do not know of any projects, sir, that have 
such a provision. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to you gentlemen of the committee 
that the day is here when our country needs an accelerated program 
of conservation of soil and water, rather than one upon which would 
be inflicted the crippling force of either or both of those principles. 
I know you can get as many estimates of the consumption of water 
by the American people as there are authorities making surveys, and 
there is certainly a justification for many of them. Some of them 
tell us in 1850 the average annual consumption of water per capita 
by the people of the United States was 50 gallons per day. They 
tell us that in 1950 it exceeded 1,000 gallons per capita per day. 

The Public Health Service and others charged with responsibility 
in that regard tell us that in 1980 the per capita consumption require- 
ments for water of the people of the United States will be 2,000 gallons 
per citizen per day. That is the kind of a dynamic economy, industrial 
and domestic, into which we move. It has taken this Nation that you 
and I regard as the strongest on the earth, 350 years to reach a popula- 
tion of 170 million people. At the present rate of increase that popula- 
tion will double in less than 40 years. 

Electric consumption in the United States in 1956 was 16 times what 
it was in 1920; industrial engineers tell me that in 1980 it might be 16 
times as much as it was in 1956. 
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Now, visualize those facts, together with this one: It has taken us 
350 years to have an average annual productive capacity of $480 bil- 
lion to $435 billion of goods and products annually. These same 
industrial engineers tell us we will have to develop an economy that 
can be able to do twice that in 35 years. 

If that is to be the case, then we are going to have to speed up water 
conservation rather than ‘slow it down, We are going to have to take 
the shackles off of it rather than putting manacles on it in the form 
of such mental monstrosities as taxes foregone and land enhancement 
contributions if we are going to meet the requirements of this increas- 
ing dynamic economy. 

Now, the area at which you look, on the basis of information that 
comes to me, is a part of that in which is to be found today the 
greatest abundance of good, usable water, in conjunction with an 
equally abundant supply of low-cost fuel. There is admittedly and 
claimed, 50 billion tons of mineable coal in eastern Oklahoma and 
western Arkansas. Many engineers have estimated the amount at 
twice that. In the same area there are vast supplies of oil and gas, 
together with the greatest supply of unused fresh water to be found 
in this Nation in conjunction with such quantities of low-cost fuel. 

Now, addressing myself to section (2), or subparagraph (2) on page 
29, of S. 497, the Flood Control Act of 1957. This has to do with the 
incremental method of allocation with reference to power and water, 
I challenge any man on this committee—and this committee helped 
to write the Flood Control Act of 1944—1to find in it justification for 
charging interest cost as an item in the reimbursement to the Federal 
Government of the cost of power in projects constructed by the Corps 
of Engineers. Put your legal counsel to work on it. 

I want to say to you that that has the same parenthood as A-47. 
Rather than increasing the cost to the consumer of power from proj- 
ects by the Corps of Engineers, by now inflicting upon them the effects 
of—General, what is the technical name of that new method of charging 
for power ? 

General Irscuner. The method that we use is the separable-costs- 
remaining-benefits method. 

Senator Kerr. Gentlemen, that is a technical phrase known only 
to engineers the effect of which I will tell you I have been trying to 
determine for years with only limited success. Should some member 
of this committee at some time of great mental effort or lucid interval 
find an explanation of it, being a humble member of the Public Works 
Committee of the Senate of the United States who cannot, without 
undue strain, understand it, I would greatly appreciate your sharing 
it with me. It is a product of a directive of our agencies—the Federal 
Power Commission, the Department. of the Interior and the Depart- 
ment of the Army. Is that correct, General ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. The Department of the Interior, the 
Department of the Army, and the Federal Power Commission. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. He named the same group in inverse 
order. 

I want to say that I do not blame this great Chief of Engineers. 
Much as I admire him, I want to say I glory in the fact that I am 
neither a creature of, nor in bondage to, the Bureau of the Budget of 
either the Truman administration or the Eisenhower administration; 
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and neither are you. Our great friend here is. Whatever he speaks 
to you is in the light of that knowledge, whether stated or acknowl- 
edged. The pr inciple which he named to you a few minutes ago, and 
which I will not tax your credulity by trying to repeat it, is a 
product of administrative o operation as a result of which the cost 
allocated to the power in any multiple-purpose project is increased. 
It is not based on statutory requirement, but the interest which they 
charge as a part of the cost that must be reimbursed to the Federal 
Government for the power included in multiple-purpose projects under 

the Corps of Engineers is a pure fabrication of the Department of the 
Interior. 

I have had them on the witness stand in front of committees where 
I had the opportunity to cross examine them and they could not deny 
that it was a practice conceived in error and dedicated to fallacy, and 
now respected only because of its having been repeatedly prepetrated 
by them; because there is no more authorization in the law that I can 
find to charge interest to the power users from Corps of Engineers 
projects than there is to charge interest to landowners who use irriga- 
tion benefits from a Department of the Interior project. So when we 
seek to avoid the added cost of the separable-costs-remaining-benefits 
principle we are not trying to gain some new advantage, but we are 
trying to avoid a further disadvantage. That is the reason why the 
words “incremental costs” are in there, because on the basis of their 
own interpretation that means that the power users shall be required 
to reimburse the Federal Government for the cost of the power 
facilities only; and on the basis of their operation it will still be, and in 
this project it is contemplated to be, subject to the requirement to pay 
interest, which you and your branch of the Congress have never seen 
fit to validate by putting into any law. Then it would apply the same 
principle to the water user. He would pay the cost of that part of 
the reservoir used to store the water that he was to purchase, plus 
interest, over a period of 50 years, after which he would continue to 
pay it because it would continue to belong to the Federal Government. 

Now, we put a provision in here to m: ake it possible to provide stor- 
age space for water and to up the value of that added element we 
regard it as an item in figuring the cost-benefit ratio of a project. 
We put it into a project in a bill in the Senate last year and it was 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget almost in the form that we 
wrote it. It was approved by the Corps of Enginers and it was ap- 
proved by the Department of the Interior and the Public Health 
Service. 

[ want to say to you gentlemen that in my judgment it is one of the 
most constructive things that have been added or included in a legis- 
lative bill that I know of. It came to you and you made some sub- 
stantial changes in it. In conference we wor ked it out and we in- 
cluded it in our bill this year, Mr. Chairman, in the exact language 
that we approved of it in the conference last year as I remember it, 
and as it was approved by both Houses of the Congress last year, in 
form not greatly different—not greatly different from that approved 
by the dep: irtments of the executive branch of the Government. 

Now we seek the favorable action of this committee on this project. 
It was unanimously approved by our Senate committee. In addition 
to the great justification that we believe there is for it I say to you 
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again that in our action on your bill last year we honored it in its 
entirety. When this committee, representing this House of the Con- 
gress, brings to the Senate a bill of authorization in which are projects 
that you have studied and approved I want to tell you that you can 
count on the fingers of one hand in your future legislative career in 
my judgment the number that the Senate committee will delete from 
the bill. 

I want to express my apprec iation for your very gracious attention 
and this opportunity again, after an 11-year absence, to come before 
this committee and express myself on a matter which is of such pro- 
found importance to Oklahoma, Arkansas, Texas, and Louisiana. If 
there are any questions, Mr. Chairman, I will either try to answer 
them or I will adroitly evade them, or I will ask my source of infor- 
mation and knowledge here on my left hand to supply it in order that 
| might give it to you. 

Mr. Davis. A magnificent presentation, Senator. I could say much 
more, but I will ask, do you have any questions, Mr. Jones, or anybody 
on this side? Mr. McGregor ? 

Mr. McGrecor. I have no questions, but I do think that probably 
there was an error made in the Senator’s statement relative to the 
assessments of the local areas on flood control and so forth. I believe 
General Itschner said he knew of no projects in that category. I 
might respectfully call to the attention of the gentlemen present for 
the record that the Miami Conservancy District in Ohio floated bonds 
and people below the dam are paying for them at this time. I might 
also call to the attention of the Senator and others present that in the 
Muskingum Conservancy District of Ohio the people were assessed 
below the dams, and up until the time that the very distinguished Con- 
gressman Secrest of Ohio introduced a bill to remedy that, we were 
assessing the property owners below the dam. Congressman Secrest 
introduce ed a bill on that particular point, and I believe the Appro- 
priations Committee of the House and the Senate are about finished 
with it, paying back to the Muskingum Conservancy District the 
money th: at had been paid in. 

So I believe there are two projects where we do have assessments 
below the dams, and where the people who will benefit are paying 
for the project. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to ask my good fried from Ohio if 
those are in areas that are municipal in character, or otherwise ? 

Mr. McGrecor. I think the Miami Conservancy District might be 
included as a municipal area, but the 14 dams in the Muskingum 
Conservancy District would have to come under the category of rural. 

Senator Krrr. Are they Corps of Engineers dams? 

Mr. McGroerr. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. What is their individual capacity ? 

Mr. McGreerr. I do not know. 

Senator Kerr. Could the Corps of Engineers tell us? 

General Irscuner. What was the question ? 

Senator Kerr. The capacity of the reservoirs to which the Con- 
gressman referred. 

General Irscuner. I do not know the exact capacity. It is rela- 
tively small. They are small or intermediate-size dams. 

Senator Kerr. Of what general capacity ? 
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General Itscuner. Oh, this would be purely a guess. Maybe aver- 
aging 100,000 acre-feet. I may be wrong in that. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Mr. McGreeor. I would be very happy, if I may, to insert in the 
record the capacity of the 14 dams. We have had some heavy floods, 
just as I believe the Senator has had in his district. But I just want 
to keep the record straight that there are some areas where we have 
had some assessments, and in some areas we are still paying for it. 

Senator Kerr. I think it is very fine of the distinguished Con- 
gressman to put that into the record and I believe that the gist of 
what he tells us is that one out of the thousands of flood-control 
projects which the Government has built is requiring some local 
reimbursement. 

Mr. McGreeor. I would not attempt to say whether it was one out 
of thousands to my distinguished Senator. 

Senator Kerr. You know of no others? 

Mr. McGerecor. Because I am not a student in this particular line, 
but I did want to correct the record to show that in the State of Ohio 
we did have two projects that would not come within your statement. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say in Oklahoma City this committee 
authorized a project and a floodway, as it has in the city of Wichita 
and in the city of St. Louis, and a ‘great many municipalities, where 
local participation is required and accepted as an ordinary part of 
such authorizations. I take it that the Congressman can choose for 
himself as to whether or not he now seeks to implement what he tells 
us applies to 1 or 2 flood-control projects, as a basis for national 
policy or not. If he does then the Senator from Oklahoma would 
have to disagree with him. 

Mr. McGrecor. I might reply to my distinguished friend from 
Oklahoma that I am not attempting to establish a precedent which 
we are now going to follow, but I did want to correct the record with 
regard to your siatement and I firmly believe that there are many 
projects in the same category. 

Senator Kerr. I thank the Congressman for that. You are aware, 
of course, that I said there were none that I knew of, and I asked the 
distinguished general of the Corps of Engineers if he knew of any. 
Since the Congressman does know of one I am glad that he has given 
us the benefit of that information. 

Mr. McGrecor. [ appreciate the Senator’s respect. 

Mr. Davis. Did I understand you to say that the Federal Govern- 
ment is now seeking to reimburse them for that ? 

Mr. McGrecor. In the Muskingum Conservancy District. I might 
say for the information of the Senator it was under a conservancy 
district law which Congressman Jones referred to yesterday that the 
Secrest bill was passed and future payments were canceled. There 
was a clause whereby the conservancy district would be reimbursed by 
the Federal Government and last year I believe we had about $1 
million, but I will be happy to put the correct figure in the record. 

Mr. Davis. So would I be correct in assuming then that even though 
you did contribute originally, that now the Federal Government is 
repaying that contr ibution ¢ 

Mr. McGrecor. As far as the Muskingum Conservancy District is 
concerned that is correct, but the Miami C onservancy District’s bonds 
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are still being paid, and my good friend Congressman McCulloch 
from that district and I had a discussion on that quite often. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. I think—and if I am wrong the committee will 
correct me—that this report was ably presented this morning. We had 
thought it might take the better part of 2 days but Senator Kerr, as 
you may recall, is very knowledgeable with respect to this matter and 
he has so completely covered it that I would like to ask, would it be 
agreeable to you, Senator Monroney and Congressman Harris and 
Congressman Thornberry and Congressman Albert, to leave the pre- 
sentation as it now is? 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, it would be thoroughly satisfactory 
with me because I think after this very wonderful presentation by the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma, if you feel as I do about it, 1 
think it would be time to vote. 

Senator Monronry. I quite agree Mr. Chairman, that as Chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Public Works of the Senate and the great 
leader of our water conservation novement in Oklahoma, he has made 
a far better case than additional testimony from the very junior 
Senator from Oklahoma might make. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I wonder if the other witnesses might have per- 
mission to file their statements at this point ? 

Mr. Avpert. I would like permission to file my statement. Of course 
I concur in everything the Senator said. These Oklahoma projects 
are in my district. The great speech he made on the matter of charging 
local interests for flood control and the unfairness of it would be 
graphically illustrated by looking at that map. Those above Millwood 
would have to pay it and those below it would not be charged for that 
even though the Millwood Dam was authorized in 1946. I merely 
want to point this out as a graphic illustration, brought down to one 
area, in terms of this principle, and I ask permission to file my state- 
ment. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection that same permission will be granted 
to all of those who are in attendance here this morning. 

Mr. Rogers. I want to say that I enjoyed the presentation of the 
Senator and Chief of Engineers. It was very excellent but I want to 
point out to you, Senator, that your colleagues in the House have laid 
a great deal of foundation with this committee already. Congress- 
men Edmondson and Albert and Harris and Thornberry have done a 
good job. You have some good workers here who have laid a good 
foundation for you. 

Senator Kerr. I am keenly aware of that, Mr. Rogers, and I want to 
say I am keenly aware not only of the outstanding ability of the 
members of this committee but of the great contribution to your branch 
of the Congress that is being made by such men as Edmondson, Albert, 
Thornberry, Harris and others whom my pride urges me to name, 
but for the sake of saving time I will not, because you know them as 
wellasI. Thank you so much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Harris. Could I make this one brief observation. I do this 
in adopting the statement that he has just made as the Senator from 
Oklahoma and which he has made so forcefully and I believe effec- 
tively. I live in southwest Arkansas. My district is where all of 
this water comes together that he has been talking to you about, at 
Fulton, Ark. 
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Our great dilemma, I should say our great tragedy, is that we have 
gone through about 4 years of drought in which we had no water, 
but just dry dust. Today, as Senator Kerr so well explained a mo- 
ment ago, the water coming to Fulton has been all over that area of 
southwest Arkansas, making it into a sea of water. On the radio this 
morning again warnings have come from Texoma and Denison of 
floodwaters again covering the entire area, and warning us of what 
is going to happen there and below. 

The Senator has been in this a long, long time, beginning in 1945 
when this was authorized. I say it is a tragedy that has occurred 
throughout that area where we continue to suffer these great damages 
and losses from the destructive sea of water that comes down on our 
area. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, gentlemen and General Itschner. 
Without objection the statements of the Congressman and Senators 
may bse filed at this point in the record. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the particular portion of the 
omnibus river and harbor and flood control bill with which I am concerned 
is modification of the authorized Millwood Reservoir, a part of the project for 
flood control on Red River below Denison Dam. 

The Millwood Reservoir has met with strong opposition from local interests 
ever since authorization. As a result of this strong and continued opposition, 
a restudy of the project was undertaken which resulted in a recommendation 
by the Chief of Engineers that it should be modified by reducing the flood-control 
storage capacity by about one-fourth and adding six reservoirs for flood control 
and water supply in the Little River Basin above Millwood. 

The system of alternate reservoirs was authorized in the bill approved by Con- 
gress and vetoed by the President last year. As contained in the bill now un- 
der consideration, already passed by the Senate, the provision is essentially the 
same as that in the vetoed bill. This recommended modification meets with 
virtually the unanimous approval of the local interests. 

Although the alternate reservoir system has once before been approved by 
the Congress, there are specific features which are considered extremely im- 
portant, and which I will point out briefly. 

It is essential that adequate storage be provided for municipal water supply 
and hydroelectric power. The headwaters of Little River lie in a mountainous 
region of high rainfall. The topography at the sites of these proposed upstream 
reservoirs is ideal for dam construction and provides excellent opportunity for 
development of hydroelectric power. Power penstocks should be included in all 
the reservoirs. Future power production could be integrated with the wide- 
spread power production and distribution system of Southwest to help al- 
leviate another of that area’s pressing problems. 

The alternate reservoir will impound millions of gallons of abundant and won- 
derfully pure and clear water sufficient to supply the foreseeable needs of poten- 
tial municipal and industrial users over a vast area, and at the same time pro- 
vide a higher degree of flood control than was ever envisioned by Millwood alone. 

It would be an extravagance of the greatest degree to preempt these ideal 
sites for flood control alone and without adequate provision for municipal water 
supply and hydroelectric power. 

In addition to the six alternate reservoirs recommended by the Chief of Engi- 
neers, the Senate has added a seventh reservoir as recommended by the Inter- 
agency Basin Report on the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins. This is the 
Sherwood Reservoir on Mountain Fork. As a multiple-purpose project with the 
Broken Bow Reservoir, it has an economic ratio of 1 to 1.47. The report of the 
Senate Public Works Committee describes this as “an extremely favorable 
project.” 

On the other hand, the proposed Lukfata Reservoir has by itself an economic 
ratio of only 0.94 to 1. However, it is a needed unit in the overall comprehen- 
sive plan, and should be included. I am vigorously opposed to the elimination 
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of any unit in the system even though not economically feasible by itself as 
a separate portion. It would be a serious and costly error to undertake develop- 
ment of Little River Basin on a piecemeal basis. 

Had these reservoirs been in place during the disastrous floods we are now 
experiencing in the Southwest, the flood damages they would have prevented 
would have gone a long way toward paying for them. 

Finally, I want to mention a local interest requirement which the Senate has 
wisely seen fit to eliminate. That is the requirement for a cash contribution to- 
ward the flood-control costs of these reservoirs. It is neither equitable nor war- 
ranted. This requirement, if contained in the authorization, would place an 
impossible financial burden upon an area which has for the past 5 or 6 years 
suffered the worse drought of record, and which is now staggering under the 
effects of devastating floods. It will require years of concentrated effort before 
this economically depressed area is back on sound financial ground again. To 
require a cash contribution toward the flood-control costs would stop this project 
just as effectively as did last year’s Presidential veto. 

For the additional average cost of some $7.5 million per unit, industrial de- 
velopment could be made possible which would rejuvenate the economy of a 
tremendous area covering parts of Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Texas, now plagued 
by depressed agricultural conditions and a surplus labor market. Such a project 
as this which can generate cheap hydroelectric power as an attraction for many 
high electric-consuming industries is absolutely essential. Thus far, the short- 
age of large pools of low-cost power has been the principal deterrent to any large- 
scale industrial expansion. 

The water-starved cities of the Southwest are also finding it increasingly 
difficult to locate municipal water supplies of sufficient size and purity to keep 
pace with their rapid growth and development. The storage of this great 
amount of the finest water in the Southwest would, I feel certain, find a ready 
market in many cities and expedite greatly the repayment for these projects. 

In conclusion, I want to reiterate that the proposed modification of the Mill- 
wood Reservoir, approved once before by the Congress and a second time by the 
Senate, meets with enthusiastic approval of local interests. The alternate sys- 
tem of upstream reservoirs is an intelligent and practical approach which will 
provide greater benefits for more people in the Little River Basin, and at the 
same time will not take away or reduce a single benefit contemplated under the 
original plan. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CARL ALBERT, OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today in 
support of the projects provided in the Red-Ouachita River Basin section of 
Senate bill 497. The section to which I refer is found on page 29 of the 
Senate bill. 

I am vitally interested in this comprehensive flood-control plan on Little 
River and its tributaries. This construction program is of the utmost importance 
to a large section of my congressional district. 

Four of the additional seven reservoirs to be constructed under this modified 
plan for Millwood Dam would be located in McCurtain County, which is in the 
southeastern Oklahoma district that I have the honor to represent. 

I urge you to approve this program for the following reasons: 

1. Millwood Dam, as originally authorized in 1946, would provide no protec- 
tion whatever to the people living in Oklahoma. It might serve the downstream 
interests very well, but no better than the modified plan. It would have no effect 
whatever in controlling the floods which some members of this committee have 
had an opportunity to observe in the last few days. I will leave it to the mem- 
bers of the committee to make their own report on what they have seen. 

2. The comprehensive flood-control plan now recommended by the Army engi- 
neers would add more than 1,325,000 acre-feet for flood control to the 1,666,000 
acre-feet provided in the modified Millwood Dam. You will note that the orig- 
inal Millwood project has been reduced by 25 percent as a result of the inclusion 
of the upstream dams, 4 of which would be in Oklahoma and 8 in Arkansas. 
This would provide additional protection for those who work and live down- 
stream on Red River, into which Little River flows. 

3. Construction of these dams would pave the way for the economic develop- 
ment of an area which is not seriously depressed. They would provide municipal 
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and industrial water supplies which must be developed if this area is to grow 
and prosper. 

4. Addition of the Sherwood Reservoir on Mountain Fork would provide addi- 
tional flood control and water storage. This project, when considered with 
Broken Bow Reservoir, also on Mountain Fork, shows an economic ratio of 1.47, 
an extremely favorable ratio. Sherwood Reservoir also would be located in one 
of the most scenic areas of Oklahoma, adjacent to the beautiful Beaver’s Bend 
State Park. 

5. Governor Raymond Gary has made this statement with respect to the im- 
pounded water: “The State of Oklahoma hereby expresses intent to utilize the 
water rights in each of the three upstream dams (the Governor mentions only 
three as originally proposed by the engineers) and will be responsible for the 
utilization of the conservation or permanent water to the end that the United 
States Government expense in building that portion of the reservoirs storing 
said permanent water will be fully amortized by such use of the water.” 

6. Any hydroelectric power developed by these reservoirs could be tied in 
directly to the Southwest Power Administration, which operates in this area. 
Additional power also would be available for new industries locating in south- 
eastern Oklahoma or southwestern Arkansas. 

Now, Mr Chairman, with your permission, I would like to turn to other mat- 
ters of importance in connection with this legislation. 

First of all, I want to say that I consider it unfair and discriminatory to suggest, 
as the Bureau of the Budget has, that local interests be required to share in 
flood control costs. I would like to point out in this connection that those down- 
stream who would benefit from the construction of Millwood have not been asked 
to pay any flood-control costs. I can see no equity or consistency whatever in 
requiring those who live upstream from Millwood to pay flood-control costs and 
not requiring those downstream to assume a corresponding burden. As a matter 
of fact, this is a relatively new philosophy which has been introduced after the 
taxpayers of Oklahoma and all the other States have spent millions and millions 
of dollars to pay the flood-control costs of huge dams in other States. Long ago 
we established a policy of regarding projects of this kind as national assets to be 
paid for nationally, rather than as local assets to be charged to local interests. 
Why should the people of Oklahoma be penalized at this late date? 

Similarly, Mr. Chairman, I urge you to leave in the bill the provision under 
which the cost allocated to hydroelectric power and water supply shall be deter- 
mined by the incremental method of allocation. Otherwise, the cost of these added 
features—and they are of vital importance to my constituents—would be too 
much for them to bear, and would have the effect of eliminating these worthy 
projects in Oklahoma and Arkansas, thus depriving our people and people farther 
downstream of the benefits to which they are entitled. 

We in Oklahoma are vitally interested in taking advantage of these projects 
for municipal and industrial water supplies. We want to be given the opportunity 
to expand and develop. To that end, it is imperative that section 205 be retained 
in the bill in substantially the form approved by the Senate. I advocate this 
because I know the Army engineers need and would like to have full authority 
to help plan these great multipurpose projects, not only in Oklahoma but in all 
the 48 States. 

I am confident that the members of this committee who visited a portion of the 
flooded area of Oklahoma a few days ago can give you a much more graphic 
account of the need for these flood-control projects than I have been able to give 
you. They have with their own eyes seen the great damage that can be caused by 
swollen creeks and rivers. 

I was in Oklahoma a few days ago myself, and I know how serious the situation 
is. Damage from the recent heavy rains and floods runs into millions and millions 
of dollars. An accurate figure is impossible to obtain at this time because much 
of the area is still under water. 

The dams we are talking about today are an important link in the flood control 
system of the State of Oklahoma and the States of Arkansas and Louisiana. 

I urge you to approve the upstream reservoirs provided in the Senate bill. 
Thank you again for giving me this opportunity to appear before you. 


Sneitt Creek AND Its Trisutrartes, NEBRASKA 


Mr. Davis. We will now take up the Shell Creek. Mr. Jones of the 
Office of the Chief of Engineers will testify on this. Will you come 
around, please? Mr. Harrison told me he was going to be out of the 
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city today and that he would file a statement. Without objection it 
will be received at the conclusion of the testimony on this project. 

This is a new project and the last one to come before the committee. 
Will you tell us about this Shell Creek project, Mr. Jones? 


STATEMENT OF EARLE H. JONES, ASSISTANT CHIEF, SURVEYS 
BRANCH, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Shell Creek Basin is located in the east central part of Nebraska. It 
is a basin of about 470 square miles, It is about 4 to 14 miles wide 
and about 60 miles long. The Creek itself is about 130 miles long. 
The creek floods the low- lying area very frequently. 

There are no major floods in the Shell Creek Basin. The Corps of 
Engineers made a study of improvement of Shell Creek and recom- 
mends an improvement project which consists of levee work, channel 
improvement and three 2 detention basins. 

This project will cost $2,540,000, of which $2,025,000 will be Federal 
and $515,000 will be local. It will provide benefits of $216,100 a year 
and the annual charges for the project will be $158, 200 a year. The 
benefit-cost ratio for the project is 1.37. 

There is one significant difference between this project and some 
of the other projects we have seen in that this is primarily a channel 
improvement project. The reservoirs of this plan are not reservoirs 
in the general sense as it is usually known. They are primarily for 
the purpose of taking care of the excess water which is dumped into 

various areas along the stream due to the channel improvement works. 
However, it is a project which the Corps of Engineers is sure will 
function as proposed, and is a project which should be constructed. 

There is general concurrence among the State and Federal agencies 
as to the need and desirability of this project. The Bureau “of the 
Budget has made a statement that watershed treatment plan should 
be agreed to by the local people prior to construction of this project 
in order that the life of these improvements will be extended and that 
they will be benefited in that manner. The Bureau of the Budget 
takes the position that, provided an agreement is reached with respect 
to these watershed treatment measures prior to the construction of 
those structures they would have no objection to the project. 

The Secretary of the Army in transmitting the report to Congress 
said he also believes that the watershed treatment measures should 
be taken prior to, or should be agreed to prior to constructing the 
flood control project, but the flood control measures are justified in 
themselves without the watershed treatment advantages. So there- 
fore, we think that the flood control improvements should proceed. 

That, very briefly, sir, is the project. 

Mr. Smiru. This is all agricultural land, is it not? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. This is primarily agricultural land. There 
are three small towns in the basin. The population of the basin is 
about 7,000. The largest town has a population of about 1,000. 

Mr. Soirn. Is there not any land enhancement involved in the 
project ? 

Mr. Jones. No, sir. In this project there is no land enhancement 
because this is frequently flooded land which is highly productive. 
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They farm it under present conditions and they will continue to farm 
it in the same general pattern under improved conditions. 

Mr. Smiru. It will be more valuable in the sense that it will not be 
subject to floods and flooding after the project is finished, will it not? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. That is true. There will be some increase in 
the value of the land. However, it is not land enhancement in accord- 
ance with the usual concept of land enhancement. 

Mr. Smiru. It just happens that in this one case they do not have 
any requirement for cash payments while in others they do? 

Mr. Jongs. No, sir. I do not think you can say it just so he appens. 
The conditions are different. There is no change in the land use in 
this particular project. 

Mr. Davis. Let me read you the comment of the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

In view of the relationship between the flood control measures proposed in 
the report and needed land treatment measures, it is believed that prior to the 
construction of any flood control work on Shell Creek by the United States, an 
adequate study of the need for land treatment measures in the basin should be 
completed and an agreement should be reached with local interests for installa- 
tion of such measures as may be justified in the light of the study. 

Mr. Batpwiy. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask one question. What 
does the Bureau of the Budget mean when they say “land-treatment 
measures”? Can you descr ibe what they are referring to 

Mr. Jones. The land treatment measures they are talking about 
there are the contouring and terracing and gullying control proce- 
dures that the Soil Conservation Service cooperates with the local 
people in providing. 

Mr. Baipwiy. Let me ask you this question: This is the first time 
that I have ever observed the Bureau of the Budget stating that a 
flood control project should not go forward until the soil conservation 
project is completed in its planning. Usually those are both carried 
forward as independent entities, each to accomplish its own particular 
objective. Is that not generally true? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. That is generally true. In this particular 
basin here there is a considerable amount of erosion throughout the 
basin. The stream itself is an aggrading stream. The fear, possibly, 
is that the channel improvements will silt up and the basins will silt 
up rapidly. Therefore they will become useless at a far earlier date 
than would occur if the land treatment measures, which prevent the 
silting to some extent, were put in prior to the construction of the flood 
control project. 

Ifowever, the project as proposed by the Corps of Engineers has 
been designed with full knowledge of the erosion problems and we 
have found that the project is economically justified for flood control 
without any land treatment measures prior to flood control con- 
struction. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I would like to ask the gentleman a question, Mr. 
Chairman. By adopting that procedure ‘and that position of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Army engineers—and I am sure you 
are cooperating w ith that v iewpoint on | ind treatment measures—you 
will probably reduce the overall cost in the long-range view of the 
flood control part of the project, will you not ? 
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Mr. Jones. By putting in the land treatment measures you would 
reduce maintenance costs. Yes, sir. And you would extend the life 
of the project. I doubt that you would actually reduce first costs. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield there ? 

Mr. ScHwEnceL. I yield 

Mr. McGrecor. Is this not true: If you put in land treatment meas- 
ures, which in our area we call strip farming, that it will give you 
accurate figures on what basin capacity is needed. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Jones. It would give you what kind of figures? 

Mr. McGrecor. It will give you accurate figures on what might 
be needed as far as basin capacity is concerned. If you build your 
dam first and then put in your strip farming while your dam is under 
construction, and so forth, and it takes about 2 or 3 years to get ee 
strip farming in force, that is simply detrimental to the basin ce 
pacity because it all washes down into the basin. 

Is not their recommendation pretty sound that you put the strip 
farming and land treatment measures into effect before you build the 
basin structures / 

Mr. Jones. Well, sir, we believe it would be a good idea. However, 
there are other aspects of the problem, one of which is that the 
farmers in the general area show little inclination to go ahead with 
the land-treatment measures. 

Mr. McGrecor. I recognize that is a difficult problem. It is my 
privilege to live in a community where the late author and I guess 
the originator of strip farming lived, the late Louis Bromfield. It 
required 5 or 6 years to get our farmers converted to land-treatment 
measures, but now we can show by accurate figures that it is cer- 
tainly a gain and saved us a lot of money in the maintenance of the 
dam, and it lessened the silting up of the basins. It does a lot of 
good for the farmer but it does take a few years to get started and 
that is the reason why I suggested it. 

I am in accord with the Bureau of the Budget’s recommendation 
that the str ip- farming program should come in before the basin. Are 
you in the Corps of E ngineers in disagreement with the recommen- 
dation of the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Jones. We are in agreement that it would be advisable to do 
that. Yes, sir. However, we take the position that if the local people 
do not want to provide the land-treatment measures we do not be- 
lieve that we should forego the flood-control benefits which are there 
even without the additional benefits of land treatment. 

Mr. McGrecor. Would this statement be nearly correct: That if 
the people really wanted this project they would certainly be willing 
to cooperate as far as land-treatment measures are concerned ? 

Mr. Barpwin. Will the gentleman yield? From my observation 
there are two groups of people. You are referring to the upstream 
people. The downstream people are normally the ones that would be 
benefiting from the flood control project and the upstream people are 
the ones who have to do the soil contouring. The gentleman’s com- 
ment does not follow because you do not have the same group of people 
who have to put in the soil conturing. 

Mr. McGrecor. I want to say to my good friend from California 
that I want you to come to Ohio where I will show you 14 dams where 
that operation is in effect. I agree with you that you generally have 
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a group of people objecting in the upper area where the lands will be 
flooded from the construction of the reservoir; but we find that they 
have come to recognize that they do not need nearly as large a basin 
so their land is not flooded as much when they put in the soil program 
and strip farming. 

Mr. Batpwrin. I appreciate the gentleman’s comment but right now 
I have a project right in the middle of one of the two counties I rep- 
resent where the upstream users are strongly opposed to a flood con- 
trol project which will benefit downstream people. 

Mr. McGreeor. I think that statement is applicable to most any 
project because certainly in many instances the people whose land 
is going to be flooded do not want the project. : 

Mr. Mack. With what frequency do floods occur in this area ? 

Mr. Jones. They occur now on the average of about once a year. 
Some of the low lying areas are flooded more frequently than once 
a year. 

Mr. Mack. Is there a consideration soil erosion as a result of the 
floods ? 

Mr. Jones. I beg your pardon. 

Mr. Mack. Is there a considerable erosion as a result of the floods? 

Mr. Jonrs. No, sir. Not as a result of the floods in the stream. 
The rainfall which causes the floods in the stream also causes con- 
siderable soil erosion throughout the basin. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any other questions? If not, without objec- 
tion the statement of our colleague, R. D. Harrison, of Nebraska, 
will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. Harrison is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE R,. D. HARRISON, OF NEBRASKA, RELATING TO SHELL 
CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, NEBRASKA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to make a brief statement in 
justification of a flood-control project for Shell Creek and its tributaries, Ne- 
braska, favorably reported following careful investigation and consideration. 

The channel of Shell Creek runs approximately 125 miles, draining about 471 
square miles of exceptionally fertile and productive land in east-central Nebraska. 
Shell Creek is a tributary of the Platte River. There are no Federal improve- 
ments for flood control on Shell Creek. Shell Creek Basin is a predominately 
agricultural area with a population of 7,100 of which about 76 percent live on 
farms. 

Major floods on Shell Creek have occurred after general rainfall that averaged 
2 inches or more. Many small floods have occurred as a result of local storms. 
Detailed data concerning floods that occurred prior to 1940 are not available, but 
between the years of 1940 and 1953, 7 major floods and numerous minor floods 
occurred. The most disastrous of all occurred in June 1950. The area sus- 
ceptible to flood is 17,850 acres. As already indicated, the greater part of the flood 
plain is highly productive cropland. Highways, railroads, and bridges are sub- 
ject to damage. The average annual damage under existing conditions of devel- 
opment is estimated at $296,700. 

Local interests have long desired protection and it was in November 1945, that 
the district and division engineers were authorized and directed by resolution of 
Congress to review the report on the Platte River with a view to determining 
whether any modification of the recommendations contained therein, with respect 
to Shell Creek, Nebr., was advisable. The preliminary survey readily disclosed 
to the satisfaction of the Army engineers that a full-scale survey was abundantly 
justified and in time, the full-scale survey was completed and the report on the 
survey was accompanied by explicit recommendations that have been funda- 
mentally approved all the way from point of origin to the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors and the Director of the Budget. 
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After full consideration of the report secured from the district and division 
engineers, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors recommended the 
improvement of Shell Creek, Nebr., for flood control by clearing the channel from 
Newman Grove to the mouth along with intermittent excavation and straighten- 
ing; constructing low spoil-bank levees where necessary ; and constructing three 
side-channel detention basins; all generally in accordance with the plan of the 
district engineer and to such modifications thereof as in the discretion of the 
Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States 
of $1,763,000 for construction; provided that responsible local interests give 
assurances satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army that they will: (@) furnish 
without cost to the United States all lands, easments and rights-of-way necessary 
for the construction of the project, including rights-of-way for temporary ponding 
of internal drainage; (b) hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to the construction works; (c) maintain and operate all the works after com- 
pletion, including replacement or rehabilitation of the detention basins, in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army; and (d) 
make at their own expense all necessary changes to utilities, highways, and high- 

yay bridges including approaches. 

The estimate of the non-Federal share of the improvements—that is, the share 
to be borne by local interests, is $438,000. The average annual benefits are 
estimated at $217,100, all from the prevention of flood damages. The damages 
that occurred during the maximum flood of record in June 1950, would have been 
reduced by 90 percent by the proposed improvement. 

As previously indicated, this proposed project has been carefully developed 
over a period of approximately 12 years and the planning has been so careful and 
so complete as to surmount any objection on account of lack of planning and lack 
of preliminary consideration. At all points,, the local interests have been in- 
formed and consulted and it has been certainly determined that they are willing 
and able to provide the required cooperation. 

Finally, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in announcing its con- 
currence in general in the views of the reporting officers, added: “A need exists 
for the control of the frequent floods in the Shell Creek Basin. The improvements 
proposed by the district engineer will meet the desires of local interests by pro- 
viding substantial reductions in the stages of major fioods and complete protec- 
tion against minor floods of about a 2-year frequency. The improvements are 
economically justified and Federal participation in their construction is war- 
ranted”’. 

For these reasons, I urge the committee to incorporate the proposed flood con- 
trol project for Shell Creek and its tributaries, Nebraska, in the pending omnibus 
bill. 


Mr. Davis. I am sure that the committee will hear with pleasure 
that it will not be necessary to meet tomorrow, but we will meet on 
Monday next, June 10. It just shows you, when you keep your mind 
right on business, as we did this morning, we accomplish a lot. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m. the committee adjourned until 10 a. m., 
Monday, June 10, 1957.) 


ole ee RESTS TI 8 












RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


MONDAY, JUNE 10, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis presiding. 


Wuirte River Basin, Longe Rock anp Giipert Reservorrs, ARK. 


Mr. Davis. The committee will be in order. 

We will take up this morning as the first project the White River 
Basin, which involves the Lone Rock and Gilbert Reservoirs. 

The Lone Rock Reservoir has been authorized, but it is the recollec- 
tion of the Chair that power was added in the last bill. Of course, we 
added Gilbert Reservoir for flood control, power, and other purposes, 
in our last bill. 

Major Garrett, will come around, please ? 

Judge Trimble is also here. He was a former member of this com- 
mittee, and we would like you to come up here with us on the rostrum 
until your time comes to testify. 

Major Garrett, my notes show that the Chief of Engineers did not 
recommend these two projects for the reason that the Corps of Engi- 
neers did not find them economically justified. The Bureau of the 
Budget had no objection to the report. I wish you would summarize 
this situation for us and give us the present status and the judgment 
of the Corps of Engineers on this at this time. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. FELIX R. GARRETT, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
CIVIL WORKS, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Sir, as you have indicated, the Lone Rock project was authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1938 for flood control only. Subsequent 
to that time, we have made studies as to the desirability of developing 
the power potential of Buffalo River. These studies indicated that a 
2-reservoir plan was the best scheme for development of the power 
potential of the Buffalo River, and indicated that the initial installa- 
tion of power should be around 120,000 kilowatts, with 2 units installed 
at Lone Rock and 1 unit installed at the upstream site of Gilbert. 

Mr. Jones. How much was that? 

Major Garrett. 120,000 kilowatts. 

Our studies indicated that, under the current criteria for the analysis 
of projects of this type, the benefit-cost ratio is 0.83 to 1. Therefore, 
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the Chief of Engineers cannot recommend authorization of the in- 
clusion of power in these projects at the present time. 

Mr. Davis. In other words, it did not meet unity ? 

Major Garrett. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Would the Chief of Engineers recommend the inclu- 
sion of these projects if flood control only were considered ¢ 

Major Garrerr. Sir, the Lone Rock project is authorized for flood 
control now. The two-dam scheme does not contain any more flood 
control than was originally contained in the Lone Rock project alone. 

Mr. Davis. The two dams together include no more flood control 
than the program authorized at the Lone Rock? 

Major Garrett. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any questions? Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. The recommendation of these projects prior to the new 
formula imposed on the Corps of Engineers by the Bureau of the 
Budget, carried a favorable recommendation by the Corps of Engi- 
neers for the inclusion of the projects, did it not ? 

Major Garrett. Sir, the benefit-cost ratio, without consideration 
of the item of taxes foregone, is favorable—1.1 to 1. 

Mr. Jones. And the only factor that takes it out of the favorable 
classification of projects is the taxes foregone. Is that correct? 

Major Garrett. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Otherwise the project would have a favorable ratio? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. That is all. 

Mr. Davis. 1.1 to 1. That does not give you much of a margin, 
even so. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwitn. Would you mind explaining just how this taxes fore- 
gone is computed ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. It is actually computed by the Federal 
Power Commission and the figure is furnished to us. In the analysis 
of power projects we claim as benefits for power the cost of the most 
likely alternative source of the production of that power. In most 
vases that is privately financed steam power, and on the benefit side 
the actual cost of the construction of a privately financed steam plant 
plus the taxes that the private company would pay, and so forth, are 
all included. Then, in order to get a comparison for economic pur- 
poses we included items for taxes foregone in the annual charges, and 
we end up with the benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. Batpwin. I see. Thank you. 

Mr. Jones. One question: Major, I wonder how you would compute 
it if it were one of those projects that could be classified as a defense 
project and be eligible for tax amortization. Then how would you 
compute it ? 

Major Garrett. Sir, I am not familiar with the procedure that the 
Federal Power Commission goes through in order to arrive at the 
item of taxes foregone. Ido not know whether they would take it into 
consideration or not. 

Mr. Jones. We are using a tax amortization for the construction by 
private companies of dams on some of our streams, and I am wonder- 
ing if we could use the same rule and apply the same arithmetic to 
those projects being constructed by the Federal Government. 
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Major Garrett. I am not prepared to answer that question. 

Mr. Smirn. One other item, Colonel. On some of these projects, if 
they were not built the taxes foregone carries the assumption that 
the other sources would provide the power if these projects were not 
there. Is it not possible that the power would never be provided? 
Why do you figure taxes foregone if there were not going to be any? 

Major Garrerr. Certainly if there were not ever going to be any 
plant providing taxes, then taxes foregone would never be a considera- 
tion, but it is a means of figuring the economics of the project, in deter- 
mining what that power is worth in the area. 

Mr. McFauu. May I ask the major another question about this 
taxes-foregone principle to see if I understand it? In other words, 
you figure what the cost of a private powerplant would be to provide 
the same amount of kilowatts ? 

Major Garrett. That is right. 

Mr. McFatu. Then you figure what the taxes would be on that to 
the local governments ? 

Major Garrerr. It is the taxes that the private utility would pay 
to local, State, and Federal Governments. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFatt. Then you deduct that as a factor from the value of 
the public development ? 

Major Garrett. Sir, an item for taxes that the private utility would 
pay is included in the benefits of the project. For economic analysis 
we take these taxes forgone and add them to the annual charges in 
order to arrive at the benefit-cost ratio. 

Mr. McF au. It is a matter of subtraction on one side or addition 
on the other ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFatu. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any further questions from anybody ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Major. 

Judge Trimble, will you take the witness chair ? 

Judge Trimble is a former member of this committee. We valued 
his services when he was among us and we still have a very deep affec- 
tion for him. We are glad to have you before us today. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES W. TRIMBLE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Trimsie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to say that I am deeply grateful for this opportunity to speak 
in behalf of these two projects, I spent 8 happy years on this great 
committee and I left it with sadness. These projects, the Lone Rock 
and Gilbert projects, as the chairman stated, are on one of the tribu- 
taries of the White River: the Buffalo River. Tomorrow they turn 
the first spade of dirt to start construction on Greers Ferry, on a 
tributary of the White River, the Little Red just south of this project, 
in Wilbur Mills’ district. I hope I can get off to get down there. 

That project was authorized in 1938 for flood control at the same 
time that the Lone Rock project was authorized for flood control. In 
1954 that project was authorized for power, and power was added to 
it. The benefit-cost ratio under the formula prevailing at that time 
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was 1.19 to 1. At the same time, the project on the main stem of the 
White River, the Beaver project, was authorized for flood control 
and power. The benefit-cost ratio on that project was 1.11 to 1. 

As I said, the project at Greers Ferry is initiating construction 
tomorrow. The Bureau of the Budget has asked for planning money 
for the Beaver project. We are hopeful that it will be in this bill 
coming up, to be reported out this week. I mention that to bolster 
my argument that these two projects are feasible under the old 
formula under which Beaver and Greers Ferry were authorized. The 
benefit-cost ratio is almost identical. 

It is my contention that these two projects should not be denied the 
sanctuary of the family circle because of the change in the rules. I do 
not contend that they qualify under A-47._ Neither would Beaver and 
neither would Greers Ferry, and perhaps two or three of the other 
projects that I have not looked into. But, if the committee will pardon 
a personal reference, I happen to be the oldest of Mother and Dad’s 
10 children. Just suppose Dad and Mom, when the last 2 came and 
they happened to be redheaded, would look at them and Dad would 
say, “Well, now, Mother, we have got 8. We are changing the rules 
now. It is true that on these two the benefit-cost ratio is about the 
same as the others and they are likely looking prospects. The fact is 
that they are better prospects than some of the dies children, par- 
ticularly the first born, but they are redheaded and we are going 
to put them out of the family circle.” 

Now, of course, they would not do that, but that would be just 
as reasonable as it would be for this great committee to put these proj- 
ects out of the family circle sanctuary simply because they are red- 
headed little devils. 

That is all I have to say, gentlemen. I think under the rules these 
projects ought to be in, and I hope when you vote on this you give 
them the sanctuary of the family circle. 

The chairman told me the other day to bring a towel along to cry 
in when I came, but I forgot it. 

Mr. Davis. Just a moment, Judge Trimble. We may want to ask 
you some questions. 

The judge is noted among us all for coming up with some wise think- 
ing, and this reference to the family and the family circle sanctuary 
I think is a very strong argument, and one that is very, very effec- 
tive as far as I am concerned. It makes you stop and think. 

Mr. Jones? 

Mr. Jones. No question, Mr. Chairman, but I think these projects 
come within the category of those described the other day, when Sena- 
tor Kerr washere. ‘The committee is going to be in a mighty awkward 
position of a plying the rules imposed by the Bureau of the Budget 
in Cireular A-47 in order to bring about the comprehensive and full 
utilization of our water resources. As long as that policy exists I do 
not think it would be wise and prudent for the Federal Government 
to undertake the preservation of our water resources unless we under- 
take it through a comprehensive and full utilization of all the resources 
of any stream. 

Mr. Scupper. I appreciate our former member being here, and I am 
certainly happy that I was here to hear this case again. It was well 
presented by the gentleman several years ago. 

Mr. Trrupie. Thank you. 
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Mr. Davis. Mr. Baldwin ? 

Mr. Batpwiy. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Any question over on this side ¢ 

Mr. ScHwENGEL.. Nothing, except that I have heard about this 
through other sources and I am glad to have your own testimony on it. 
I certainly have an interest in that. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. McFall? 

Mr. McFatu. I would like to ask a question about the format, and 
I have heard an awful lot about it, of this A-47. When could we get 
the Bureau of the Budget down here, perhaps, to explain this new law 
to us that they have promulgated? Would that not be material to 
what we are considering here? Maybe a lot of the other members of 
this committee would like to understand this new regulation pretty 
carefully. 

Mr. Davis. Colonel Brennan, do you happen to have an extra copy 
of A47? It was issued in 1952. I have never been able to understand 
it myself, to tell you the honest truth. The engineers are smarter than 
all of us put together, but if they were permitted to tell the truth I do 
not think they could say they understand it either. 

Mr. McF aut. If you will give me the extra copy I will sure read it. 

Mr. Davis. I wish you would. I declare, you will make a contribu- 
tion if you do understand it. 

Mr. Epmonpson. As a redheaded child I just want to voice my 
complete agreement with the sentiment expressed by the gentleman 
from Arkansas. I think it is just awful when you discriminate against 
these redheads. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Judge. 

Mr. Trimsie. Thank you. 


Des Mornes River, SAyLtorvitLeE Reservorr, Iowa 


Mr. Davis. If you will turn to the top of page 33 in the Senate bill, 
you will find our next project. I thought we had lost our distinguished 
colleague, the Honorable Paul Cunningham, but I see he is here. 

Mr. Anderson, will you come around, please ? 

If you will look at your notes, gentlemen, you will find that the 
Bureau of the Budget suggested that the Secretary of the Army again 
review the conclusions of the reporting officers to determine whether 
there would be any sound basis for requiring local interests to execute 
an appropriate repayment contract for costs allocated to water supply 
consistent with present policies. 

Mr. Anderson, I wish you would summarize this situation for us. I 
think the Bureau of the Budget wants a contribution of about $414 
million. If you will summarize the situation for us, I believe it will 
clarify it. This project carries an estimated cost of $44,500,000, 
approximately. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN G. ANDERSON, OFFICE, CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Anperson. The Chief of Engineers in his report on the project 
recommended that the authorized conservation pool be included in the 
Red Rock Reservoir, which was authorized in 1938 and 1944, Flood 
Control Act. In making our restudy of the flood problem on the Des 
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Moines River we moved the conservation pool from the authorized 
reservoir into the Saylorville Reservoir. We did that because it would 
give more flood control storage in Red Rock, and also increase the 
flow of the river over a longer. section of the river for which low-flow 
regulation is needed. 

Mr. Davis. In other words, you would still maintain the authorized 
Red Rock Reservoir, but supplement it by going up to Saylorville to 
increase your pool for the storage of water ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. We need both pools for the complete con- 
trol of the Des Moines River. You woud have 600,000 acre-feet of 
storage at Saylorville and 1,850,000 acre-feet at Red Rock, but the 
conservation pool which was in the Red Rock Reservoir was moved to 
Saylorville, because we need flood storage in Red Rock Reservoir. 

Mr. Davis. Will you comment on this water cost? I read what the 
Bureau of the Budget commented and I would like to have you discuss 
that. 

Mr, Anperson. The Chief of Engineers recommends that the con- 
servation pool be located in the Saylorville Reservoir, which is the 
upper of the two, at no additional cost to local interests. The Bureau 
of the Budget requested a review of the project to determine whether 
there is a sound basis for requiring local interests to pay for the costs 
allocated to water supply. The Secretary of the Army, in comment- 
ing on the Bureau of the Budget’s ‘omments, recommended that Con- 
gress give consideration to a cash contribution from the local interests 
for the conservation pool. 

Mr. Davis. He did not recommend any spec ial amount? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes, sir, he did. The Secretary of the Army said 
an appropriate share of the cost would be 10 percent of the first cost 
of the project. 

Mr. Davis. He did not say any specific amount of money, but just 
said an appropriate amount. Is that correct? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Who would determine the appropriateness or the ade- 
quacy of the contribution? Who would determine the adequacy other 
than the Secretary of the Army ? 

Mr. Anperson. The Chief of Engineers would probably make the 
actual computation for submission to the Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. Davis. Any questions, Mr. Jones? 

Mr. Jones. I presume Des Moines would get the water from the 
Saylorville Reservoir, would they not ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir. There is no storage for water supply for 
Des Moines. It is a conservation pool which provides for low-flow 

regulation for firm power and additional water supply downstream, 

by maintaining a regulated flow. The town of Ottumwa would get 
regulated flow “for water supply. There is no water supply for Des 
Moines or any city in the area of Saylorville. 

Mr. Jones. What local people are they hoping to assess for these 
benefits ? 

Mr. Anperson. The State of Iowa and political subdivisions. 

Mr. Jones. Oh, the State of Lowa ? 

Mr. Anprrson. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. What about people down in St. Louis, and Memphis, 
and Shreveport? What about those people? They are going to 
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benefit from that too. Why should they not contribute? Do you 
have any reason for that ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir. We are not proposing it—the benefits are 
too widespread. 

Mr. Jones. That is all. 

Mr. Scupper. What is the local benefit that the Army engineers 
assess against it ? 

Mr. Anperson. If the conservation pool had not been considered 
as authorized, local interests would be required to contribute for the 
local benefit for recreation from this conservation pool, also for low- 
flow regulation to areas below the reservoir, principally the city of 
Ottumwa, which will not have to go into secondary treatment of their 
sewage because of the regulated flow. Also there are power and 
water supply benefits to Ottumwa, Iowa. 

Mr. Scupper. Then it would be a benefit to the entire State for elec- 
trical development and recreation. 

Mr. Anverson. There is no general power benefit except for the ex- 
isting plant at Ottumwa, whic +) would benefit from a regulated flow. 

Mr. Davis. How much power would be involved ? 

Mr. Anperson. A very small amount, about 4,200 kilowatts installed 
capacity. 

Mr. Davis. Who would use the power ? 

Mr. Anperson. The city of Ottumwa, Iowa. 

Mr. Davis. Now, if the powerplant were built—— 

Mr. Anprerson. The powerplant is already in existence. This would 
regulate the flow for that powerplant. 

Mr. Sravrrer. There isa private plant now. 

Mr. Davis. I see, and that would put more water in there. 

Mr. Anpverson. Yes, sir. It would be a regulated supply of water 
for that plant. 

Mr. Scupper. Is there any objection to the State putting up a fair 
share for the recreational benefits that will be developed ? 

Mr. Anperson. We have not contacted the State. 

Mr. Scupper. It would only be about a $4 million assessment against 
the entire State, and it would not seem that would be very much if 
there is recreation involved. 

Mr. Anprerson. Probably the only objection would be that they have 
already been authorized a conservation pool in the Flood Control Acts 
of 1938 and 1944 at Red Rock, and we are just moving it from one 
location to the other. It was authorized at Federal expense in Red 
Rock Reservoir. 

Mr. Batpwin. Could I ask how many existing projects have ever 
had any assessment purely for recreation use? I suppose practically 
every pool created by a dam has some recreational use either for boat- 
ing, or fishing, or swimming, or a combination of those. Are there 
any existing authorized flood control projects, authorized by this com- 
mittee, that have had an assessment made purely for recreational use? 

Mr. Anperson. That I cannot answer. 

Mr. We1nxaurF. We have none that I know of. 

Mr. Baupwry. In other words, this is a new theory which is being 
ora yosed all of a sudden in thiscase. Is that it? 

Werinkaurr. It is not only in this case, but we are getting 
ye the question of national significance with respect to recreation. 
Recreation is becoming much more of a prime purpose than it has 
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been heretofore. The point of difference here essentially is that the 
Red Rock Reservoir is authorized and contains a conservation pool. 
The Corps of Engineers did not reanalyze the question of assessment 
to local interests because it is an authorized project and all we did 
was move it to the other site. 

Mr. Batpwin. The only observation I would have is it seems very 
strange to me. We have been authorizing flood control projects in 
this committee for years and I do not suppose there is a flood control 
project that has ever been authorized that does not have some recre- 
ational use for fishing at least, and probably boating in others. It 
seems strange to me certainly that we should toss out a new idea on 
local assessments without any consistency as far as the others are 
concerned. 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. I might state in 1950 was the first time that I know of 
when recreation was considered as a benefit, it was taken into consid- 
eration in a project in my district which was authorized in 1950. 
From that time on I think the Army engineers have been giving con- 
sideration to the factor of recreation. That has been developing for 
at least 6 or 7 years. I know that in the passage of the bond issue, in 
my district, the recreational advantages was a great factor, and it 
was an issue in favor of the passage of a bond issue where the district 
contributed about 40 percent of the cost of the project. 

Mr. Smirn. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Smiru. That may have been one of the factors as to why the 
public wanted the project, but I think it is not right in the sense that 
this is the first one where they have had recreation figured in as one 
of the costs in arriving at the value of the project. The question 
arises there, do you want to make the assessment on the State of Iowa 
for recreational benefits and have them pay that part of it because 
then I do not think they should let anyone from Illinois, or California, 
or anybody else from anywhere else, go into that pool. 

Mr. McF atu. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Soirn. Yes. 

Mr. McF aut. If the State of Iowa pays for this then would they 
have to prorate it so they would get their money back from the public ? 
Could they charge everybody for coming into it ? 

Mr. Smrrn. I think that is one of the fallacies involved in trying 
to make this kind of a local contribution. On a Federal project you 
cannot allow the State to take it over, so in fairness, if they pay for 
that part of it they ought to be allowed to control it. 

Mr. Jones. I hate to keep going over and over these matters that 
have been presented to us this morning in other similar projects, Mr. 
Chairman, but it shows you how important this whole proposition is 
to have an analysis of these projects and to see where the allocation 
of costs and the assessment is going to be, because in the justification 
of these projects before this committee there are firm commitments 
made that the allocation of cost will be a certain amount for each func- 
tion involved in a project. That becomes a part of the inducement 
to get this committee to act favorably or unfavorably on a project. 
Once it is enacted into law the extension of A—47 is an administrative 
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policy and the Department of the Interior is now making reassess- 
ments of the valuation of the costs and coming up with different cost 
factors than this committee originally based its decision on. So it 
seems highly significant that we ought to examine it, as Mr. McFall 
said, and see to it that we have some firm commitment that the alloca- 
tions of cost will remain as they were when Congress gave its approval 
to a project, and that it will remain constant and not be subject to the 
whims of every new engineer, or every new economist who, by some 
chance, goes downtown into some of these offices and comes up: with 
some new gimmick as to how we should enforce a national water policy 
adopted by the Congress of the United States. I think it is something 
we should consider because we do not know but what if we pass this 
project, Mr. Chairman, that the next week after it is passed the power 
cost factors will be changed by the Department of the Interior from 
the allocation of costs as they are presented to this committee. 

Here we come up with recreation as one of the justifications, and we 
could impose recreational charges on every project that has a reservoir 
in this entire omnibus bill. 

Mr. Rocers. I want to ask a question here. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rocers. As I see it, there is no non-Federal contribution. 

Mr. Anprerson. Yes, sir, none for the reservoir. 

Mr. Rogers. What are the reservoir land rentals? Have they 
bought up land there and are renting it out ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. When we take title to the land to be 
flooded below the 5-year frequency in the reservoir area farmers rent 
that land. They can plant it in crops, and we get rental from that 
land. 

Mr. Rogers. So you rent when you think it will not be flooded ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes,sir. They take their chances on it. 

Mr. Rocers. You could not get the flowage right. 

Mr. Anperson. We take land in fee to the 5- year flood mark and 
above that we take flowage easements. 

Mr. Rogers. What right do you have to rent the lands if you have 
only a flowage easement ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. Part of the land which we take in fee we can rent 
to local interests. 

Mr. Rocrers. It seems to me you have lumped together the benefits 
for determining the justification—benefits from the reservoir as well as 
those from local protection at Des Moines, have you not ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. What would be the separate cost-benefit ratio of the 
Saylorville Reservoir ? 

Mr. Anprerson. They are not separable items, since both are needed 
for protection of Des Moines. 

Mr. Rocers. I did not think you had planned the Saylorville Res- 
ervoir previously, have you? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir. Red Rock and Des Moines local protec- 
tion were recommended and authorized at the same time. 

Mr. Rogers. Were separate ? 

Mr. Anperson. Were together at one time. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes, 
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Mr. Anperson. With the Saylorville Reservoir we will still have 
to provide a certain amount of local protection to the city of Des 
Moines, 

Mr. Rogers. Immediately below. 

Mr. Anperson. It will be the same as originally authorized. 

Mr. Rogers. What are those figures? Do you have those? 

Mr. Anverson. No, sir. We do not have there. I can furnish it 
for the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Approximately? Do you know how much difference 
there was? Was it a savings to us to go ahead with the Saylorville 
Reservoir ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir, to provide adequate protection for Des 
Moines without Saylorville would be very costly. 

Mr. Rocers. Of about how much ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. The protection works recommended for Des Moines 
cost $751,000, of which $104,000 is local cost. The Federal amount 
is $647,000. 

Mr. Rogers. So you do not know what the reduction in the cost of 
that would be if we go ahead with the Saylorville Reservoir ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. No,sir. I donot know offhand. 

Mr. Rogers. Could you get those figures for us / 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

The local protection works for Des Moines were authorized in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944 along with Red Rock Reservoir. The benefit-cost ratio 
at that time was 1.78 to 1.0 for the local protection works. The design of the 
Des Moines protection works was limited by very restrictive bridge clearances 
and adequacy of its protection was much less than was warranted by the develop- 
ment of the area. The existing locally constructed levees will provide against 
a flow of 50,000 cubic feet per second. The recommended levees will provide pro- 
tection against a flow of 60,000 cubic feet per second which has a frequency of once 
in 45 years which is much less than normally provided for urban areas. To pro- 
vide protection against the design flood, of 115,000 cubic feet per second would 
require raising the bridges and involve undesirable street grade adjustments 
which would be very costly as well as objectionable to local interests. 

With Saylorville in operation the design floods can be controlled to a flow 
of 60,000 cubic feet per second through Des Moines. Levee construction to pro- 
vide protection against this flow will cost about $751,000 and will not require 
modification of the bridges. The benefit to cost ratio would be approximately 
the same as originally authorized about 1.78 to 1.0. The benefit to cost ratio 
for Saylorville would be 1.11 to 1.0. 

Mr. Rogers. And if you would just call them in to me, I would like 
to have them. Other members might want it also. It seems to me 
the current annual charges would be about $1,824,000. Isthat correct ? 

Mr. Anperson. The annual charges? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. For the project. 

Mr. Anperson. For the project they are $1,824,948. 

Mr. Rogers. Is the Federal Government to pay all of those charges? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Each year we have to pay that bill ? 

Mr. Anperson. That is for amortization and operation and main- 
tenance. Total operation and maintenance amounts to about $132,000 
annually of which $128,000 is for Saylorville. 

Mr. Rocrers. Now, on the elimination of damages, where does that 
figure come from? Where were all of the damages sustained? In 
the city of Des Moines? 
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Mr. Anperson. There are damages in the city of Des Moines and 
down the river through the Red Rock Reservoir to Keokuk, and some 
along the Mississippi River. Major damages occur in the city of 
Ottumwa. 

Mr. Rocers. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Schwengel ? 

Any other questions from anybody ¢ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Cunningham, will you come around, please? Mr. 
Cunningham was a former member of this committee. We hated to 
iose him. He always had a very sympathetic interest in the flood 
projects of the country asa whole. I believe this is the first time you 
have ever been here on a project close to home, is it not? However, you 
have been interested in the overall problem. Now you can testify 
specifically on a matter, and we are mighty glad to have you here. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL CUNNINGHAM, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF IOWA 


Mr. CunnineHam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I really appreciate 
your courtesy and the courtesy of the committee and the privilege of 
appearing before you. 

I may say I have never enjoyed any work in Congress more than 
the service on this committee. This is the first time since I left it, 
as I recall it, that I have ever appeared as a witness before you. 

I live in Des Moines and I, therefore, have some interest in this 
project. In fact, the Saylorville Dam and the proposed Red Rock 
Dam are both in my district. 

From a flood control standpoint, they are probably more important 
to Congressman LeCompte, who has the district south of mine, than 
they are to my district. 

Lest I forget it, Mr. Chairman, may I at some time later, today or 
tomorrow, insert in the record a resolution passed by the City Council 
of Des Moines and the board of supervisors, and 1 or 2 letters, 
probably ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, that may be done. 

Mr. CunninoraAm. Before I go into a bit of history, let me say that 
I support the position of the Army engineers on the theory that con- 
servation storage is already authorized, and has been authorized for 
almost 20 years, since original authorization for the Red Rock Dam 
was passed in 1938. It was again authorized in 1944. Nothing has 
been done except preliminary planning and surveys, drilling and test- 
ing of the soil, and so forth. 

I think a bit of history might be helpful to the members of this 
committee. I do not know how many of you here, younger than I 
am, remember this, but as I recall it, in the early thirties, probably 
prior to Franklin D. Roosevelt’s administration—and I am not sure 
of that—but at any rate, around that time there was a terrific flood 
in the Mississippi River, and the whole Midwest was affected. I 
recall the States of Arkansas, Tennessee, Kentucky, Illinois, and Mis- 
souri were all affected. I see the chairman nodding his head at that 
statement. It was a terrible thing. 
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Prior to that time I do not recall hearing any conversation or dis- 
cussion at home about the need for any dam on the Des Moines River, 
either north or south of Des Moines. As I recall it now—and I may 
be wrong in this—but as a result of that terrific flood which came to 
its height on the Mississippi River there was an organization formed 
in Iowa known as the Des Moines River Valley Association. I be- 
lieve its first head or president was a former Member of this Con- 
gress, Judge Hubert Utterbach, no longer living. He served from 
my district. That organization is still in existence and still sponsoring 
both of these dams, although the present executive secretary of the 
organization has some objection, as I understand it, to the precise 
location of each one, which I do not think is a matter before this com- 
mittee but is an engineering matter. 

I give that history because of the question I heard asked by my 
friend, Mr. Jones, a member of this committee, which was whether 
or not this is a local benefit or a benefit to the Nation. Undoubtedly 
and obviously the great benefit from the building of both or either one 
of these dams would be to the people living along the Mississippi River 
from the point where the Des Moines River joins the Mississippi on 
down to the Gulf of Mexico. So it is a Federal project and was 
originated as one. There is a need for it nationally as well as locally. 

Of course, there would be local benefits from the water storage, 
and from the conservation standpoint. 

I might say that the pioneer county in the United States in the 
practice of soil conservation such as building up the land and keeping 
the raindrops where they fall is in the area of the Red Rock Dam, 
where the whole county surrounds it, in my district, Marion County, 
Iowa. That is the pioneer county for teaching soil conservation and 
the place where a great many plowing contests ‘have been held. 

Mr. Davis. Do you remember about when that program was started 
up there? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Judge Utterbach was elected to Congress in 
1934, and it was prior to his election by several years. I think that 
terrific flood I referred to was around 1930, was it not? 

Mr. Davis. We had two—in 1927 and in 1937. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I am thinking then of the 1927 one. It was 
following the 1927 flood. I remember there was a lot of work done 
on the Mississippi River by the Federal Government, including all 
kinds of levee work. The present levee has been built as a result of 
those floods. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, it was. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. This all started after that first flood, as I recall 
it. 

Mr. Davis. Your colleague, Mr. Schwengel, has been very much in- 
terested in conservation, and, as always, he to a greater degree—al- 
though I think we share his same interest—has been tr ying to develop 
the importance of conservation practices as those practices relate di- 

rectly to the overall control of floodwaters. 

Mr. Cunninoeuam. This is definitely in that picture. 

Mr. Davis. It is, and I am glad to have your comments, because 
the two go together. What I was trying to stop you for was to em- 
phasize for a moment that these practices have arisen in a compara- 
tively short period of time. In other words, they are not long-time 
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practices, but it is something new to the country, and something to 
which we must more and more direct our attention. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Mr. Chairman, I might say in connection with 
that, you know my State is one where 50 or 60 percent of the farm- 
ers have tiled their land. By that I mean the farmers have dug little 
ditches and put tiles in them. I do not think we had any great floods 
until that tiling took place, and until the land was cleared, so that 
the water could wash down. U p to a few years ago we had land that 
was never broken by the plow. I doubt if we have e any today, unless 
it is timberland and river-bottom land. 

Mr. Davis. Excuse me. I do not want to interrupt you again. 

Mr. CunNnNINGHAM. That is about all I have to say, except this: 
In Iowa today we have—and I believe it has developed as a result 
of this Des Moines River Vailey Association’s work, which associa- 
tion is still in existence—an Lowa Resources Planning Commission. 





Congressman Schwengel can tell you more about it than I can. He: 


was in the State legislature since I have been there, and he had much 
tc do with it. That planning commission has approved the building 
of a dam at Red Rock, providing the one at Saylorville is built. It 
linked the two together in its report. Back of that, for years after 
the original authorization of the Red Rock Dam, there was a division 
among the people, particularly in my district, and among State offi- 
cials, as to whether or not there should be a dam at all. Now, for the 
first time, as a result of the Lowa Resources Planning Commission 
about 2 years ago approving the building of a dam as ‘authorized by 
the Army engineers at Red Rock, and the one at Saylorville, we have 
unity, and the people are together. There is very little opposition at 
the present time. 

The City Council of Des Moines favors it; the board of supervisors 
of both counties favor it, and that includes the largest county in Iowa; 
on Chamber of Commerce of Des Moines favors it. Also the Cham- 
ber of Commerce of Ottumwa, and the towns bordering the river on 
down to where it joins the Mississippi, are all in support of it, I be- 
lieve. The only objection to it now is some small local objection, plus 
an objection raised by one of the officials of the Des Moines River 
Valley Association. That objection is not against the building, of 
either dam, but there are some few people who desire to have them 
built at a little different location than that selected by the Army engi- 
neers. That is not a problem here, nor a problem for you to consider. 

That is about all, Mr. Chairman, unless there are some questions. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, I will reverse the order. Mr. 
Schwengel ? 

Mr. Scuwencet. First I would like to say this, Mr. Chairman: I 
have been in close touch with Mr. Cunningham, and I commend him 
for his interest and devotion and ability to get along with these people 
in what is sometimes a very difficult situation. 

I would like to ask and have him develop a little further, if he will, 
this difference that seems to exist on the part of one official of an asso- 
ciation. Go into that a little further and explain what may be the 
reason for his attitude in this matter. 

Mr. CunnincHAM. You mean Mr. Waddel? 

Mr. Scuwencet. Mr. Waddel, the secretary. 
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Mr. Cunnineuam. He is the man I had reference to, Mr. Chair- 
man, when I said there was a little objection to the exact location of 
the dam. Frankly, I am not quite able to answer Mr. Schwengel’s 
question and give you the reasons in this man’s mind. He has been a 
hard worker for multiple purpose dams for a long time. He. is a 
sincere conscientious citizen. The original location was to be at the 
point on the map marked “Red Rock “Reservoir.” Near there there 
is a little town with a school, a store there, and a few homes. It was 
a railroad oon for many years. 

Mr. Davis I do not think we have to dwell on just one man’s 
opinion, 

Mr. CunniNGHAM. But he is secretary of this association which was 
formed, as I said, some time ago, and he worked with it. There are 
others with him and I think they should be given some consideration. 

As I understand it now, the Army engineers made borings and 
found a better place for the dam to all intents and purposes, some 
14 miles down the river. The only objection these people have is 
that they prefer a location farther north for Red Rock and farther 
north for Saylorville. In fairness to them I want you to know their 
viewpoint. 

Mr. ScHweEnGeEL. One other question. It seems to me from some 
correspondence I have been getting from him on this point, that by 
the change in location you eliminate the possibility of any future 
vower facilities there. I understand there have been some reports 
by the Army engineers on that point. Is that a factor / 

Mr. Cunnineuam. I think there has been some fight over the years 
on the question of public power as against private power, but that is 
now all ironed out. I do not find it is a controversy at all. I find 
the people very much united. 

Mr. ScHweEncet. Is it true now that the Army engineers dise overed 
that it is not economically feasible to have power on this river / 

Mr. CunninGcHAM. I cannot answer for the Army engineers. 

Mr. Scuwence.. Are any Army engineers here? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. Power is not economical. We need all of 
the storage for flood control 4 

Mr. Scuwencet. And would that be one of the principal reasons for 
changing the location of the Red Rock site / 

Mr. Anperson. Changing the location at Red Rock was principally 
to increase the flood storage, and also because of the foundation con- 
ditions. 

Mr. Scuwencet. That is all. 

Mr. Cunntneuam. If I may be permitted, I would like to go into 
a question that someone brought up on this side when Mr. Anderson 
Was speaking about the water supply of the city of Des Moines. It 
does not come from the Des Moines River. Des Moines is at the fork 
of two rivers, the Des Moines and Raccoon Rivers. The waterworks 
reservoir is on the Raccoon River above the junction, so, except for 
a backing-up proposition which might come into the picture, I do not 
understand that the water supply at Des Moines is affected one way or 
another. It is more flood control. Probably the Army engineers know 
more about ~~ than I do. 

Mr. Davis. I do not understand why the Bureau of the Budget wants 
$414 million contribution from the State of Iowa. TI still do not get 


that. 
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Mr. Cunnineuam. I will sa ‘ankly, with reference to that, if 
that provision is put in the al I I do not think we will get a dam, 
because I question that the State of Iowa will do it. I will refer 
that to Mr. Schwengel. He has been in the legislature more than I 
have. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I cannot see why a different rule should apply 
to this project as compared to all of the other projects we have had. 
This is the first time this matter has been raised, so far as I know. 

Mr. Davis. And as I see it, this project has a national interest and 

affects flood control. 

Mr. Scuwencex. There is no question about. it. 

Mr. Davis. That water which leaves Des Moines passes my front 
door, by the way. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. And it is good water, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Davis. And the water goes all the way down to the gulf. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. And it is good water. 

Mr. Davis. I am sure it is. 

Mr. Scuwencet. | might say never, until recently, did I hear any- 
thing about a contribution. In all the years since it was first au- 
thorized as Red Rock in 1938, up to the present, the matter was never 
discussed. So I cannot speak for the people of Des Moines, or the 
people of my district, or the people of Lowa, but, in my judgment, 
the people of Iowa would not contribute to it, and I do not see any 
reason why the Des Moines area should, or any other area other than 
the State. 

Mr. Davis. Are there any questions? Mr. Scudder? 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to pursue this a little further on the 
local-contribution matter. It is my understanding that the Army 
engineers have been recommending projects and have been taking 
recreation into consideration. I would like to emphasize that very 
point, because in many, many of their reports they refer to recrea- 
tion benefits. Naturally, they would not mention it unless there were 
some benefit to be derived from it. I would like to ask that question 
at this time as to whether a policy has been established. 

Mr. Cunninenam. I will say, Mr. Scudder, that I think a dam 
at either place, at one or both of them, undoubtedly would provide 
recreational facilities, and the people out there will be interested 
in that and take advantage of those facilities. However, we have 
quite a few lakes in northern Iowa. We do not have a dearth of 
recreational facilities at all. 

Mr. Scupper. Pardon me. The Army engineers are seated right 
behind you, and I was directing my question to them and trying to 
get their opinion as to what ee ‘they are giving or intend to give, 
to recreation. Maybe they can answer the question. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I think it will be a great accommodation to 
many local people who can take their families out on short visits and 
enjoy the benefits of recreation at either place—people who probably 
would not be able to go on longer trips. I think that matter enters 
into the picture. I think it is a very fine part of the plan, but I 
think the whole thing originated, and the primary purpose of it was, 
for its overall benefit to the whole United States, particularly the 
Mississippi River Valley. This whole thing originated as a result 
of that terrific flood which, as the chairman pointed out, occurred 
in 1927. That was the first one. 
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Mr. Wrinxavrr. I believe I can clarify your point, Mr. Scudder. 
The question originally put to me before concerned the question of 
assessment on existing authorized projects. As you stated, and you 
are correct, we have considered recreational benefits in connection 
with several of our studies of flood-contro] and related improvements, 
and we do consider recrational benefits in this particular project. 
We are gradually getting into the question of assessments for recrea- 
tion. However, on this particular project we did not make an 
analysis of the assessments, primarily because, as we pointed out be- 
fore, this was authorized as a conservation pool and was moved from 
one reservoir to another. In view of the fact that it had been au- 
thorized and Congress passed it and the President signed it, we did 
not feel we should go back and start this whole thing all over again 
in connection with this particular project. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield for a question ? 

Mr. Wernkaurr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. What formula do you employ in determining and in 
making a determination as to how much you are going to assess for 
recreation ¢ 

Mr. Wernxavrr. Mr. Jones, it is determined largely—and this is 
a question of judgment—at the present time we have no scientific 
formula, but it is a question of how much national significance is in- 
volved in any particular project, and each project is considered on 
its merits. 

Mr. Jones. I am talking about recreation now. 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Yes. We are talking about the national signifti- 
cance of recreation benefits from a particular pool. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, but you are not attaching national significance to 
it when you make a local assessment against a project for recreational 
purposes. What I want to know is, How do you compute the liability 
of the people of Iowa as far as this project is concerned for recre- 
ational benefits ? 

Mr. Wernkaurr. We determine, on a judgment basis, how much 
of those benefits are general or national, and how much of those bene- 
fits are local. It is a question of judgment and consideration of the 
particular project; the number of other Federal recreational facilities 
in the area, local facilities available, and the source of the people who 
would utilize the proposed facilities. 

Mr. Jones. That isall. 

Mr. Davis. As I recall it, the Army engineers did not recommend 
this contribution, but it is the comment of the Bureau of the Budget 
in this case. 

Mr. Weinxaurr. The Chief of Engineers did not recommend the 
construction. The Secretary of the Army in his letter stated, and I 
do not have the exact wording, but he brought it to the attention of 
the Congress for its consideration. 

Mr. Davis. It is for our consideration. In other words, it is a ques- 
tion of whether we will do the considering or whether the Bureau of 
the Budget will hold a hammer over us, just like they have a hammer, 
and a heavy one, over the Army engineers and all of the other depart- 
ments of the Government. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, one thing I am very much interested 
in, and I believe it is worthy of study, is this: For instance, a flood- 
control project on the Mississippi River could be thoroughly justified 
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by flood damage alone. In other projects one of the great issues is the 
recreation that may develop. 

The stabilization of streamflow, impounding water for recreational 
purposes. I believe recreation becomes a factor by which many of 
these projects could be authorized if the Army engineers were able 
to give proper weight to the benefits to be derived from recreation. 
That becomes another unit in making a project feasible. I believe 
many projects that have been submitted to us could be made feasible 
if they could show recreation. It becomes another factor that we could 
take into consideration. I think the committee should work with the 
Army engineers in trying to establish some unit of measurement of 
the benefits, I believe the local community is usually very happy to 
make a proper contribution to assist in the overall construction of 
multiple-purpose dams. There is a great benefit that can be derived. 

Mr. ScCHWENGEL. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. Directing my question to the Army engineers, as I 
understand it in this case you did not recommend any assessment for 
recreational benefits because the authorization was made so many 
years ago when it was not a policy to require contributions from local 
communities for recreational benefits. Is that right? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. That is correct essentially. At that time there was 
no assessment made, and in view of the fact that it was authorized we 
did not reopen that particular question at this time. That is correct. 

Mr. Suerer. The use of these reservoirs for recreational facilities 
has been entirely recent, has it not ? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. The use of our reservoirs for recreation is increas- 
ingatarapid rate. We do include recreational benefits, as Mr. Scudder 
pointed out. 

Mr. Scuerer. Now, if you were asking for an authorization of this 
project as of today you would consider, in view of the recent policy 
of the Government, ‘what benefits would be derived by the loca I com- 
munity from these recreational facilities, would you not ? 

Mr. Wernxkaurr. I believe we would. 

Mr. Scuerer. And then the Army engineers at this point would 
make a recommendation as to the contribution. 

Mr. Weinxavurr. We would analyze it on the present basis and 
determine what the construction would be. 

Mr. Scuerer. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Scuwence-. I know, as Congressman Cunningham indicated a 
little while ago, the very vital interest Congressman LeCompte has 
in this subject. I checked with his office and found he is ill and cannot 
be here. So I would like to get permission to insert his statement in 
the record. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, Mr. LeCompte will be permitted to 
insert a statement in connection with this overall matter. 

I might say to Mr. Cunningham, I believe it will take a long time 
for the State of Iowa to get $414 million back out of the recreational 
benefits they derive. That is a little bit too far for the eople from 
my district, for instance, to go up there to fish, or to take ts at ride. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I wish you would come, because if you did you 
would never go back. You would just stay there. 
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Mr. Davis. I know we would enjoy it. But $414 million from sell- 
ing fishing licenses and from a little increase in taxes and a sales tax, 
perhaps, and food, and incidentals, in connection with a matter of that 
character, would take a long time to get back. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I might say one of the objections to the whole 
project from the beginning has been the amount of land which would 
go off the tax rolls and which the State will lose as a whole. It is the 
Nation that benefits. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

Now, Mr. Brown wants to ask the Army engineers a few questions 
in connection with the abandonment of these bridges. 

Mr. Brown. How far is it from this Highway 14 bridge to the 
nearest bridge to the west or northwest on that Red Rock Reservoir? 

Mr. Cunnrnenam. Fourteen miles. 

Mr. Brown. From the scale there it looks like it is 40 or 50 miles. 

Mr. Anperson. These maps are not drawn to exact scale. 

Mr. Brown. The reservoir is not drawn to that same scale there? 

Mr. Davis. No. They usually draw it not to scale so we can un- 
derstand it more easily. 

Mr. Brown. I see. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. I am quite familiar with the location of High- 
way 14. Will you repeat your question ? 

Mr. Brown. This proposed new bridge on Highway 14, which is 
very close to the dam 

Mr. Scuerer. Will you point it out, piease / 

Mr. Brown. It goes very close to the dam. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. The bridge is there now. I drove over it last 
fall. It is 14 miles from there down to where the breast of the dam 
will be. 

Mr. Brown. From there to the left of the map how far is it to Des 
Moines? 

Mr. CunnitneHam. About 36 miles as the crow flies. As the river 
meanders, it is more than that. 

Mr. Brown. Having had some very recent and bitter experience 
with these roads which go around these reservoirs with no central 
crossing, I want to get something i in the record which may save you a 
lot of grief if this is ever built. Down at Table Rock, the road and 
bridge relocation program goes around the reservoir. The only two 
crossings are right at the dam point. One goes across the dam and 
one is very close to the dam. The people on each side of this reser- 
voir are left without a central crossing, and they are just as bitter 
as they can be, and they despise the whole project at this point. 

In this instance of Red Rock, the Corps of Engineers is fixing to 
abandon two bridges which would be central crossings. It means 
anyone in that central area between Highway 14 and Des Moines will 
have to go clear around this reservoir to get to schools, to get their 
mail, to get their milk to market or their “other products to market, 
and it poses quite a problem, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. CunntncHam. That is undoubtedly true, and I do not know 
what the plans are to bridge it in between Highway 14 up to Des 
Moines. I do recall some years ago, and in fact, it was back when I 
was on this committee, that the highway engineer of the State of Iowa 
went over that as to whether or not they would have to raise some 
bridges up near the city of Des Moines. I understand those difficul- 
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ties have been worked out, but I do not know the difficulty about 
satisfying the people. 

Mr. Brown. Let me give you some firsthand experience. 

Mr. Cunnrnouam. Are you talking about the Bagnell Dam ? 

Mr. Brown. I am talking about Table Rock, where the dam is now 
under construction. ‘There was no bridge or road relocation program 
signed with the State highway commission in time to relocate these 
roads before the dam got two-thirds constructed. Now the roads and 
bridges are all under water and the people are very bitter, because the 
br idges they thought were going to be raised to provide a central cross- 
ing were not raised, and there is no central crossing provided. It 
may be a beautiful theory that the Corps of Engineers developed on 
these round-robin roads that take you all around the beautiful coun- 
tryside, providing a great service for tourists, but if you will pardon 
the expression, they are hell on the people who live there. 

Mr. CunnineuamM. This bridge here will have to be raised a lot once 
the dam is built. Although it is a new bridge, it will have to be put 
up much higher. 

Mr. Scuencer. I would like to ask the Corps of Engineers a 
question on that point, if the gentleman will yield, because I have 
had a similar development in my district and I understand the Corps 
of Engineers works with the local board of supervisors and the high- 
way commission before you do anything like that. You cannot aban- 
don roads and they have to have some kind of agreement so your people 
have had a chance to go into it. 

Mr. Brown. Our highway commission insisted in the beginning on a 
central crossing. Finally in desperation they signed an agreement 
which they said the day after they signed it that they thought was an 
unsatisfactory agreement, but they thought they had better take it 

rather than come out with less than that. We have been tr ying to get 
a renegotiation since then to get a central crossing. 

Mr. Scuwence.. They did sign it, though ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

Mr. ScHweEnceEL. I would like to ask the Corps of Engineers if some- 
body can answer that question, because the board of supervisors signed 
something recently in my district. Can you take these highways with- 
out some agreement on the part of the local people and some arrange- 
ment to make facilities available for traffic er ossing ? 

Major Garrett. No, sir. Our general policy is for replacement in 
kind. As Congressman Brown indicated, the State highway people 
did, in the case of Table Rock, sign an agreement. It is my under- 
standing at the present time they are dissatisfied. This project is not 
in my area, but I know this matter is under consideration by the Chief 
of Engineers at the present time. 

Mr. Brown. Good. Good. Thank you. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Cunningham. 

Mr. Cunninouam. Thank you. 

(The prepared statement of Congressman LeCompte is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN K. M. LECompPrTeE, or IowA, FOR INCLUSION IN THE 
HEARINGS ON THE AUTHORIZATION OF THE SAYLORVILLE DAM 


Mr. Chairman, flood control on the Des Moines River is of vital importance to 
the congressional district which I represent, as devastating floods in the past 
have caused millions of dollars of damage to the city of Ottumwa and other 
communities situated on the river. 
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I will take only a few minutes of the valuable time of the committee to explain 
that I am heartily in favor of the Saylorville Dam and to urge you to recommend 
its authorization. 

Since I first came to Congress in 1939, I have been intensely interested that 
flood-control measures be taken for the Des Moines River that will permanently 
prevent the recurrence of floods which cause loss of lives and property and 
earry away the topsoil from the best agricultural land in the country. 

Originally, we hoped the construction of a dam at Red Rock was the answer 
to the problem. It developed that the city of Des Moines would receive no 
benefits from a single dam, and the engineers determined that the solution is 
a coordinated plan consisting of dams at both Saylorville and Red Rock. The 
Des Moines River Valley is one of the richest and most fertile areas in America, 
It has suffered devastating floods in the past. As recently as 1947, a June flood 
brought millions of dollars’ worth of direct damages, loss of several lives in the 
city of Ottumwa, and untold crop damage in the lower Des Moines River Valley. 
The business and industrial section of the city of Ottumwa was under water 
most of 1 week. 

The project under consideration is of great importance not only to Iowa cities, 
towns, and rural communities lying along the Des Moines River, but to the 
entire Mississippi Valley. As the engineers have reported, when floods occur on 
the Des Moines River, they result not only in loss of crops and property in Iowa, 
but also in the Mississippi plains below Iowa. Even levees, protecting the farm- 
lands and cities, have been severely threatened, and have been saved only by 
the expenditure of large sums of money. 

According to the findings of the engineers, a reservoir which approaches the 
volume needed for complete flood control in the Des Moines River Valley, when 
combined with the storage to be available in the Red Rock Reservoir, can be 
developed at Saylorville. 

On the basis of the studies made, it has been determined that the Saylorville 
Dam site is the best to be found for the upper valley. 

While there has been some discussion as to whether the State of Iowa should 
be required to share in the cost of the dam, I emphatically urge your committee 
to authorize this as a Government project without any local or State contri- 
bution, because the benefits from flood control to the entire Nation far out- 
weigh the minor recreational benefits incident to the construction of a reservoir. 

I very respectfully urge that the Saylorville project be included in any author- 
ization bill your committee may present this year. 


Missovurt River Basin 


Mr. Davis. Now, we ask you to go to the top of page 35 in the bill, 
the Missouri River Basin. We will have Major Garrett testify again 
on this. 

Mr. Burdick is still here. First, we would like to hear from Major 
Garrett, in order to save time. 

Major Garrett, will you address yourself to this question of the 
compensation of Williston, N. Dak., for the acquisition and replacement 
of the municipal water supply and water-treatment facilities which 
will be damaged or rendered inoperative by the construction and opera- 
tion of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir? The bill carries $1,200,000 
for this. Will you go ahead, Major? 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. FELIX R. GARRETT, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
CIVIL WORKS, OFFICE, CHIEF 0F ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Major Garrett. The point of difference here is whether the Fed- 
eral Government is obligated to pay part of the cost of the construc- 
tion of a new water-treatment plant at the city of Williston, N. Dak. 
We recognize, and our studies have indicated, that we have a responsi- 
bility amounting to a total of $686,000, as the chairman indicated, 
I believe, which would provide for the relocation of the water intake 
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by the city and the construction of intake lines into the city. We are 
providing a levee for the protection of the city itself, and the city 
of Williston is anxious to have their water treatment plant relocated, 
because they are fearful that they will not get proper operation with 
their water-treatment plant in its present location behind this levee. 

We feel our obligations are to the extent of $686,000, rather than 
the $1,200,000 shown in the bill. 

Mr. Davis. Wait a minute. I am still not clear, I thought our 
committee and the Senate committee last year included $1,200,000 
in payments, but the Bureau of the Budget recommends only $686,000. 
That is right, is it not ? 

Major Garrett. That is right, and $686,000 is what we recom- 
mended last year. 

Mr. Scuerer. The Army engineers recommended that also. 

Mr. Davis. And both of you come back this year and recommend 
that. Did we have $1,200,000 in our bill last year, Colonel Brennan? 

Mr. Smitn. No. It was not in the House bill. 

Mr. Davis. It was upped by the Senate. 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Iam getting on the track now. 

Mr. Scurrer. By the upper body. 

Mr. Davis. Now, Mr. Burdick, will you come around, please? You 
have a formal statement, I see. Do you want to read it? 


STATEMENT OF HON. USHER BURDICK, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Burpicx. Mr. Chairman, you have my opening statement. 
I do not need to repeat that. I would like to insert in the record as 
part of my remarks the letter from the Greater North Dakota As- 
sociation, and a resolution adopted by the North Dakota State Water 
Conservation Commission. 

I would like to submit a resolution inthe city of Williston as a 
part of the record also. I call your particular attention to the state- 
ment made Jast year in this letter by my son, who is district judge 
in that territory. I do not want to read it, but I think it sets forth 
exactly what the situation is. If that can be made part of the record 
you can read it before you finally conclude on the matter. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, Mr. Burdick’s statement, together 
with the documents mentioned, will be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Burdick and the documents referred 
to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. Usier L. BurDICK 


Mr. Chairman, the case is very clear here. Both Houses of Congress passed 
legislation last year authorizing $1,200,000 so the Army engineers can compen- 
sate the city of Williston for the acquistion and replacement of the municipal 
water supply and water-treatment facilities. These facilities have to be re- 
placed. The amount authorized last year will not be enough—we asked for $2 
million—but it will help. Costs of construction have gone up, just like every- 
thing else, and the money will buy less than it did before. It would not even 
rebuild a plant of the preent size. The records are complete. The committee 
went into the matter thoroughly last year. The pool of water behind the Gar- 
rison Dam at a water elevation of 1,850 feet above sea level (as the Army engi- 
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neers demand) will create a lake extending up to Williston and beyond to a 
point where the Yellowstone joins the Missouri. This lake will be practically 
a still body of water. 

The Federal and State health departments are both on record that they will 
not permit new construction or enlargement of the existing facilities behind the 
dikes now being built. 

Yonsulting engineers hired by the city estimate that the new plant will cost 
something more than $2,200,000 to construct. We are asking only the amount 
approved by both Houses last year—$1,200,000. 

The people in my part of the country have already lost 90,000 acres of their 
best land, and it will soon be flooded. Now the Government has left a city of 
more than 12,000 people with a water plant that must be moved as a result of 
this Garrison Dam construction. The United States and North Dakota health 
agencies both say we can’t leave it where it is. It is clear that we have been 
more than patient out at Williston. If we don’t get this appropriation, we'll 
have to spend more of our Own money. We'll be stuck for a large part of the 
bill above the $1,200,000 figure anyway. Is it right that this city and these 
people must be further penalized and charged to replace a plant made obsolete 
by United States action? 


GREATER NortH DakoTa ASSOCIATION, 
NorktH DAKOTA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Fargo, N. Dak., June 10, 1957 
Hon. Usner L. Burpick, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BurpickK: Attached are copies of resolutions adopted by 
North Dakota Water Conservation Commission and the Greater North Dakota 
Association, whom I represent, favoring Federal payment of full compensation 
to the city of Williston, N. Dak., for certain municipal water facilities damaged 
or destroyed due to the construction and operation by the Corps of Engineers 
of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project on Missouri River. 

I am also directed to express their support of your bill, H. R. 198, which 
would authorize the Army engineers to compensate the city, in general, as 
provided in Senate-passed S. 497, page 35, lines 5 through 18. 

It is our understanding that the Corps of Engineers’ present authority in 
such cases is limited to the payment of the depreciated value of the facilities 
based on their original cost. Obviously, their replacement, made necessary by 
the construction an operation of the Garrison project, could not be accom- 
plished today even at the total amount of the original cost. 

It would appear therefore that any fair settlement of the damages involved 
must necessarily recognize and take into account the consequential damages in- 
herent in such situations. It is not enough to compensate on the basis of the 
depreciated value. The payment should be sufficient to provide full replace- 
ment of the facilities destroyed. 

A recent precedent exactly in point is found in Public Law 987, 84th Con- 
gress, approved August 6, 1956, authorizing payment by the Secretary of the 
Army to Independent School District, Pollock, S. Dak., of “an amount equal 
to the difference between the sum paid for the taking of school facilities of 
said school district in the condemnation proceeding * * * and the actual cost 
of replacing the school facilities so acquired as the Secretary shall find to be 
reasonable: Provided, however, That in no event shall the additional amount 
paid pursuant to this authorization exceed $200,000.” 

It is earnestly hoped that Congress will provide for the payment to Williston 
of an amount which will enable full replacement of the facilities destroyed. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep J. FREDRICKSON. 


RESOLUTION Or NortTH DAKOTA STATE WATER CONSERVATION COMMISSION SupP- 
PORTING AN APPROPRIATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR PROVIDING REPT.ACEMENT 
OF MUNICIPAL FACILITIES AT WILLISTON, N. DAK. 


Whereas waters of the Missouri River, when impounded in the reservoir of 
the Garrison Dam to the maximum authorized level, will flood and render 
incapable of operation utilities of the city of Williston which are essential for 
the preservation of public welfare and protection of property therein, and with- 
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out which the city can not carry on its governmental or proprietary functions; 
and 

Whereas it is the opinion of the members of this commission that the Fed- 
eral Government is, and should be, obligated to bear the cost of replacing mu- 
nicipal facilities adequate for the requirements of the city of Williston and the 
inhabitants thereof and commensurate with foreseeable future needs: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the North Dakota State Water Conservation Commission in 
meeting assembled this 9th day of December 1955, That Congress be and is 
hereby respectfully requested to appropriate and make available funds for the 
replacement of utilities and facilities now maintained and operated by the 
city of Williston in its governmental and proprietary capacities which facilities 
or utilities will be impaired or rendered useless when waters of the Missouri 
River will be impounded in the Garrison Reservoir at or near the authorized 
pool level thereof ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the commission be and he is hereby directed 
to mail a copy of this resolution to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
the congressional Committees on Appropriations, the Chief of Engineers, Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, to Senators William Langer and Milton R. 
Young, and to Representatives Usher L. Burdick and Otto Krueger. 


RESOLUTION OF GREATER NorTH DAKOTA ASSOCIATION, SUPPORTING AN AP- 
PROPRIATION OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR PROVIDING REPLACEMENT OF MUNICIPAL 
FACILITIES OF THE City OF WILLISTON, N. DAK., DAMAGED, RENDERED USE- 
LESS, OR MADE NECESSARY DUE TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF GARRISON DAM 
AND RESERVOIR PROJECT ON THE MISSOURI RIVER, OR FOR REIMBURSING THE CITY 
THEREFOR 


Whereas the operation of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project works 
on the Missouri River in North Dakota to their maximum height and capacity 
will adversely affect, damage and render useless many of the essential municipal 
facilities of the city of Williston, N. Dak., and may require additional and new 
facilities ; and 

Whereas in order to replace, relocate and reconstruct such facilities to ade- 
quately serve the present and foreseeable needs of the municipality it will become 
necessary, among other things, to: 

1. Relocate, alter, and reconstruct the water treatment plant; 

2. Relocate, extend, alter, and reconstruct the raw water intake facilities ; 

3. Locate, design, and construct sewage treatment facilities ; 

4. Replace, relocate, and construct the garbage dump; 

5. Replace and reconstruct the power line to the raw water intake to the 
treatment plant; and 

Whereas it appears that most, if not all, of the cost of providing such replace- 
ments and new facilities is the responsibility and obligation of, and should 
therefore be fully borne by, the Federal Government because of the construction 
and operation of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of the Greater North Dakota Association— 
the North Dakota State Chamber of Commerce—in annual meeting in the city 
of Bismarck, N. Dak., November 28, 1955, That this association actively support 
an appropriation of Federal funds for the complete relocation, replacement and 
reconstruction of the municipal facilities of the city of Williston, N. Dak., ad- 
versely affected, damaged, or rendered useless or inoperable due to the con- 
struction and operation of said public works project, as well as for providing such 
new facilities as may become necessary by reason thereof, all of such replace- 
ments and necessary facilities to be of sufficient size and capacity to adequately 
serve the present and foreseeable needs and requirements of said municipality, 
or for the full reimbursement therefor in the event said city provides such re- 
placements and necessary facilities; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies hereof be mailed to the City Commission of Williston, 
the State water conservation commission, the Chief of Engineers, Corps of 
Pngineers, United States Army, to Senators William Langer and Milton R. 
Young, and to Representatives Usher L. Burdick and Oito Krueger. 











152 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


Crry or WILLISTON, 
Williston, N. Dak., June 5, 1957. 
Hon. UsHErR L. Burpicxk, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Burpicx: Inclosed herewith excerpts of the minutes of the board 
of city commissioners for June 4, 1957, wherein they adopted the following 
Resolution : 

“Be it resolved, by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Williston, N. Dak., 
That Congressman Lurdick be asked to represent the city of Williston at the 
committee hearing on public works omnibus bill, containing the appropriation for 
the Williston water supply and water treatment facilities as payment to 
compensate for the damage to be caused and impairment thereof by the Garrison 
Dam and Reservoir in said Williston Basin; and that he present to the com- 
mittee the need for such compensation that will be caused by this damage and 
impairment, rendering present facilities inoperative by the construction of the 
dam and reservoir. To further point out the damage to be caused to this 
growing city by lack of adequate facilities as the United States Federal Health 
and State health departments will not permit new construction or enlargement 
of the present facilities behind the dikes being now constructed.” 

Please advise if there is any other information that you need to assist you in 
your representation of the city before the congressional committee. 

Yours very truly, 
WALTER O. Burk, 
President, Board of City Commissioners. 

Mr. Burpick. I have lived in this area the greater part of my life. 
As you recall, I fought against this dam for 14 years, because I thought 
at that time, and [ think yet, that it is wholly unnecessary for the 
control of the water, or for irrigation, or for any other reason. It 
has resulted, now that they have taken this land for the purpose of 
building this reservoir, which will not be filled for several years, in 
ine idents like this: I had a ranch on the Missouri River which they 
took, although they did not need to take it because they are renting 
it out now. I know that river pretty well. There is not water enough 
that ever comes down that river to do all of the things they have out- 
lined in the Pick plan. 

I am particularly interested in this, because I introduced the Presi- 
dent of the United States to the people of Williston some time ago. 

Mr. Davis. Which President was that ? 

Mr. Burpick. President Truman. And I got a lot of unfavorable 
comments from Republicans in doing so. But I always felt that any 
President, or the opportunity to introduce any President, was a signal 
honor to me. 

Mr. Davis. I agree with you. 

Mr. Burpickx. So, when the President made his speech he said to 
the people at Williston: 

I understand this situation, but we are going to leave you harmless. We are 
going to leave you in as good a shape as you were in when they put this reser- 
voir in. 

Now, remember that the Missouri River runs southeast, past the city 
of Williston. We take water out of the river now because it is not 
flooded, and we carry that by pipes to the city, where it is purified and 
used. The theory of the Army engineers’ estimate of what it is going 
to cost seems to me to be identical with the cost of a new plant the same 
distance away as the old. one. That would not do us any good to build 
it out that far, because we must go 414 miles before we get out of this 
reservoir. We have to go up to the Lewis and Clark Br idge. 
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While the old line was 114 miles long, this line will have to be 
414 miles long. 

Now, if we are going to carry out the promise which was given to 
the people of Williston that they would be saved harmless, we want 
this committee to do it. We do not want any money out of it, but 
just save us harmless and leave us alone. We had a good water plant 
before, but they came up with these dikes and the city is behind the 
dikes now. Our State health department and the national health de- 
partment prohibit us from making any improvements on the present 
supply of water, because they say it is unhealthy to receive water be- 
hind a dike, because there is more or less seepage. I can tell you there 
will be more seepage there than anybody ever imagined, because this 
is built on quicksand. I have seen them dam up c reeks along that river 
for the last 40 years, and the water does not hold. It seeps out, some 
of it a half a mile from the dam, because that is the character of the 
soil. It is nothing but pulverized rock and mud. In that particular 
locality the mud extends from the bottom of the river down for 85 
feet. It isall mud. 

Of course, when they put the lake up there, that will be still water. 
It will not be flowing water. There are about 40,000 acres of mud that 
go by Williston every year, and the current of the river carries it down. 

We have some of our land down in Louisiana now, but we cannot 
identify it. This 40,000 acre-feet of mud means that it will cover 
40,000 acres 1 foot deep. 

What will happen to that silt and mud when it strikes still water? 
It will drop where it is. It is not going any farther. Most of that 
mud comes from the Yellowstone. The Yellowstone enters the Mis- 
souri River, I should judge, 18 to 20 miles west of Williston, and this 
reservoir is supposed to go up that far. 

But the point at which we want to take this water is above the 1,850- 
foot level, so we will have at least the natural water from the river. 

I guess you are familiar with the fact that scientists claim that 
water purifies itself within a distance of 3 or 4 miles, so that we al- 
ways had good water. There are no large cities below us, and they 
have had good water. 

Now, just to show you that it will be a long time before that is filled, 
let me say that last year they started to fill the dam, but they dis- 
covered that they cannot take any water to fill a dam except floodwaters, 
and there were not any floodwaters. So the cities below the dam put 
up a holler that they were not getting city water and they had to let this 
water out of the dam and let it go down. 

It is a peculiar situation, because I offered the engineers the use 
of this land of mine for nothing—for $1. But I said let me use the 
land until they covered it. I was satisfied they would never cover it. 
But, no; they wanted the land. 

The way they take land is not under the American system. You go 
to bed at night owning your land and you get up in the morning and 
you have not got it. That is because this C ongress author ized the 
Secretary of the Army to take land whenever he thinks it is necessary 
for the war effort. Of course, in time of war, we lose every right. 
Our free speech is curtailed ; our free press is curtailed; and our right 
of property is precarious. At Williston they add injury to the fact 
that they took the land without any notice, but just by an order issued 
here in Washington. The next day some member of the Armed Forces 
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‘ame around and says to this farmer, “Do you want to rent this land?” 
The f farmer said, “No. I have had this land for 50 years. Why should 
[rent it? Townit.” 

The man from the Armed Forces said, “Well, we have it now. We 
took it last night. So if you want to stay here, you have to rent it from 
us.” 

Well, you know the feeling engendered over there with that. When 
they took this land, which was unnecessary to take, it created that 
feeling. They had in their mind a design to irrigate down in the 

astern part of the State, where the rainfall is 23 inches. Instead of 
leaving the irrigation where it is, where we have only 12 inches of 
rainfall, they have blotted that all out and taken the water down 
where the people do not want it. That is the reason why they want a 
1,850-foot dam; 1,830 feet would accomplish all of the purposes of the 
original bill, but they want to irrigate this land. 

Mr. Davis. We have gone a little bit oe This is very interesting 
because I remember this from last yea 

Mr. Burpick. I wanted you to ow the background. Do you be- 
lieve under circumstances like that the city of Williston should be 
saved harmless from this venture ? 

Mr. Davis. That is what we are going to have to determine. Last 
year we did not put in our bill a spec fic amount. You were in error in 
your statement and I was in error in my statement originally. How- 
ever, the Senate this year put in a figure of $1,200,000 ; as the amount 

of repayment. Although not adequa ute, you think that will come as 
near to holding you har mless as you could ‘be under any circumstances ? 

Mr. Burpick. That will not pay the entire cost and the city knows 
that. 

Mr. Davis. No. We know that, but the Bureau of the Budget says 
all that they recommend the Federal Government give the city of 
Williston is $686,000, and then the Army engineers come along and 
stand on that figure. 

Mr. Batpwin. I would like to ask Mr. Burdick one question. As I 
recall the testimony from the local witnesses who came in last year, 
one of those witnesses testified that the figure they had computed in- 
volved the cost of salaries of the people w ho would be employed at the 
plant in driving from their homes to the new site, as compared to the 
distance they now cover, as it now exists. 

Mr. Burpickx. No. That was stricken out. 

Mr. Batpwin. It was stricken out? 

Mr. Burpick. At my request, and they reduced it I should sa 
$1,200,000, and they expect to have to raise the other $1 million re 
make themselves whole. 

Mr. Batpwin. Could I follow that up for one minute? In other 
words, we can be assured this $1,200,000 does not include any funds 
for compensation for city employees’ driving time over a distance 
greater than now exists ? 

Mr. Burpick. That is correct. The attorney had that statement 
in there that I objected to. I was not here when he testified but I 
told him that there was no sense in putting items like that in there 
because everybody has got to give a little in something like that. 

Mr. Davis. That is right. They have to get to work anyway. 





Ly 
to 


er 
1s 
ce 


nt 


re 


FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 155 


Mr. Burpick. The reason why they took $1,200,000 is because 
they thought if they could get that through it would exceed what the 
Army engineers offered. 

Mr. Scuerer. Do I understand that there is something in the rec- 
ord which would show the cost of this project in excess of $600,000 
as testified to by the Army engineers ? 

Mr. Davis. No. There is something in the record as presented by 
the people of Williston showing that. 

Mr. Scuerer. That is what I mean. There is something in the 
record that would show the costs exceed that. 

Mr. Burpick. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. What is that figure ? 

Mr. Buroick. That figure is about $2,200,00. 

Mr. Scuerer. The total cost I am talking about, Mr. Burdick. The 
Army said it would reimbuse the city some $686,000 and the city is 
not satisfied with that. 

Mr. Burovick. That is right. 

Ra ee What will the cost of replacing the sewage disposal 
pliant be ¢ 

Mr. Burvicr. $2,200,000. 

Mr. Scuerer. Are you not getting a better plant when this new 
one is built, and a larger one ? 

Mr. Burvicx. We hope we will get one as good. We want fresh 
water. That is what we have got and we are getting now. 

Mr. Scurrer. How old is the present plant ? 

Mr. Buroick. I think it is about 12 years old, but I would like to 
have the Army engineers who are here now say to you why it is 
they do not want to build this intake through and not limit it to 
the number of yards of our present plant when we have to go 444 
miles to get the water. If they can get the water in a mile and a half 
we have no objection to it. 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Davis. On the record. I would like to ask Major Garrett, 
if the entire section, lines 5 through 18, were removed from the bill, 
under the usual procedure of condemnation and damages, would the 
Army engineers to be able to work out a satisfactory settlement with 
the city of Williston ? 

Mr. Burpick. I think they would. 

Mr. Davis. If this were just stricken ? 

Mr. Burpicx. Keeping in mind we have promised right along to 
everybody that we would be saved harmless. Let them do that. If 
my figure here $2,200,00 is too much, put it down where it belongs. 

Mr. Batpwin. In fairness to Mr. Burdick I am not sure he is an- 
swering the question you asked. Mr. Davis asked about striking 
from this bill lines 5 to 18 which would strike out the provision which 
would provide $1,200,00. Was it your intention to say you were in 
favor of striking it out ? 

Mr. Burpicx. Oh, no. If you strike it out I ask for $2,200,000. That 
is most of what it will cost, but if we can get anything out of these 
Army engineers I am willing to take $1,200,000. 

Mr. Davis. Major, what would your answer be in response to my 
question? Do you still think the Army engineers would have the 
authority to make a fair settlement with the city of Williston ? 
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Major Garrett. We have the authority, sir, to make provision for 
replacement in kind, and our estimate of the total cost of replacement 
in kind is $686,000. So we feel if we were going to make a settlement 
for a sum greater than that amount, we would have to have special 
authority to do so. 

Mr. Burpickx. We have no electric line now in order to pump the 
water a mile and a half, but if you put it 414 miles up we have to have 
an electric powerline, and if they are going to replace it in kind they 
will not put that in at all. 

Mr. Scuerer. Major, you said that the $686,000 would replace the 
sewage-disposal facility in kind. Does the $2 million facility Mr. 
Burdick is talking about contemplate a better and a larger sewage- 
disposal facility than the one then now have? Is that the reason for 
this difference in cost 

Major Garrett. Well, sir, the existing water treatment plant at 
Williston will be located behind protective levees that we are going to 
provide. The difference between the two figures is that the city of 
Williston feels that they cannot operate this existing water treatment 
plant behind the protective works and they are desirous of having a 
new water treatment plant constructed at a different location. 

We feel it is within our authority only to provide facilities that are 
equivalent to the facilities that they are now operating. So, the differ- 
ence between the two figures involved is the cost of the new water treat- 
ment facility. 

Mr. Scuerer. That still does not answer my question. The cost of 
the new treatment facility which the city wants to build then, do I 
understand, would be a better and larger facility, that is, the city 
would own a bigger capital improvement than it now owns! 

Major Garrett. I believe the capacity of the new plant—and I am 
doing this from memory—would be about 6 million gallons per day. 
The existing facility has a capacity of about 144 million gallons per 
day. 

Mr. Scuerer. That answers my question. 

Mr. Burpicx. Let me answer you further on that. There is some- 
thing else there. The State laws and the Federal laws will not permit 
us to put in a plant in kind because they do not want the water to be 
taken back of the dykes. They want it to go up to running water. 
We are up against that. If we wanted to go to work tomorrow to 
rebuilt this plant we could not do it because we have to go 44% miles to 
get the water. 

Mr. Scuerer. Do you concede, Mr. Burdick, if you get a better and 
bigger plant that you should pay the difference between the cost for 
the better and bigger plant ? 

Mr. Burpicx. Yes. I am in favor of that. 

Mr. Brown. Will the gentleman yield to me at that point? Major, 
did I understand your figures of $686,000 to cover levees to protect 
the existing water plant ? 

Major Garrett. No, sir. That is the cost of the intake works that 
will be provided. After extensive investigations we have determined 
that the water-treatment plant itself is not subject to adverse effect 
as a result of the Garrison project and we feel that the obligation of 
the Federal Government to participate is only in the replacement 
and alteration of the intake facilities. 
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Mr. Scuzrer. It seems to me that the Army engineers and the Gov- 
ernment should pay for a new plant in a new location. I think Mr. 
Burdick made a case. And the city should pay for the proportionate 
cost of a better plant that they are going to receive as a result of this 
new installation. 

Mr. Burpicx. That is fair enough. 

Mr. Davis. Even so, under Mr. Burdick’s proposal the Government 
would come out better just leaving this language in here and saying 
$1,200,000, if he is willing to stand on it. 

Mr. Scuerer. We are not engineers and do not know what those 
figures are, but it seems to me Mr. Burdick made a case; that they are 
entitled to a new plant, particularly if the State and local health de- 
partments say that the present location behind these dikes will not 
work efficiently. ‘Then they are entitled to a new plant, and the Gov- 
ernment should pay the cost of that new plant. If that new plant is 
a better plant than they have now and will handle a greater volume 
of sewage for Williston’s future use, and do a better job, then the city 
should pay just that additional cost for the better plant. 

Mr. Davis. Will you settle for $1,200,000 ? 

Mr. Burptcr. The cost of a new plant, Mr. Scherer, as contem- 

lated, will cost $2,200,000. The city of Williston is williing to stand 
$1 million of that. So we have reduced the $2,200,000 from that bill 
I introduced (H. R.-198) to $1,200,000. 

Mr. Scurrer. What do the Army engineers say about that? That 
sounds like something in line with my reasoning. 

Mr. Davis. It does to me also and yet the Bureau of the Budget says 
$686,000 and of course the Army engineers—which is what we have 
been talking about all these days—the Army engineers are under the 
hammer and they say, “Well, we will go along.” They cannot open 
their mouths. 

Mr. Scuerer. I think the major made it pretty clear. His $686,000 
figure includes merely a like project in a similar location. Is it not 
your position that the city of Williston could build a similar plant in 
the same location, or do I misunderstand you ? 

Major Garrett. They have an existing plant but it is behind—— 

Mr. Scuerer. What does your $686,000 expenditure contemplate? 

Major Garrett. It contemplates the building of a new intake line 
to their existing plant. 

Mr. Scuerer. To the existing plant. That is all it contemplates? 

Major Garrett. Yes. ; 

Mr. Scuerer. I understand it now. And Mr. Burdick now says 
they do not want that existing plant; they cannot use the existing 
plant because the health departments of the State and the city say 
it would not be feasible. ; 

Mr. Burovicx. That is right. Would it be necessary for this com- 
mittee to have the Federal and State public health officials in here to 
testify ? 

om Davis. We had them in last time. We had a statement from 
them last time. 

Mr. Burprcx. All right. We are hamstrung. We cannot build 
anything. 

Mr. Scuerer. I think the figure in the Senate bill looks reasonable. 

Mr. Sraurrer. I think a compromise is in order here. They have 
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both made a case, both the Army engineers and Mr. Burdick, and 
a compromise figure of $1,200,000 or $1,100,000 would be in order. 
Mr. Buroick. I do not know where we will get the extra money 
but we will have to raise it. 
Mr. Sraurrer. You have oil out there now, do you not? 
Mr. Davis. As far as I am concerned, Mr. Burdick convinced me. 
Mr. Burvicx. Thank you. 
(The statement of Congressman Krueger follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Orto Krurcer, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NorRTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to give my views in support of modification of the 
Missouri River Basin project to enable the payment of compensation of all dam- 
ages to, or for any relocation and reconstruction by the United States of, certain 
municipal facilities of the city of Williston, N. Dak., because of the construction 
of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir on the Missouri River. 

Such modifying language appears on page 35, lines 5 to 18, of S. 497, as passed 
by the Senate. 

The Garrison Dam and Reservoir project is now in its final stages of comple- 
tion. The huge reservoir will have a capacity of 23 million acre-feet ; the hydro- 
electric plant is designed to have a generating capacity of 400,000 kilowatts. 

Operation of the reservoir at the authorized elevation of 1,850 feet will ad- 
versely affect, seriously impair, and render inoperable certain municipal facilities 
of the city of Williston, located 189 river miies above the dam. 

Although settlement of other municipal damages has been reached, no satis- 
factory offer of compensation for damages to, or for the replacement and relo- 
cation of, the municipal water-treatment plant, the raw-water intake, and a 
water-transmission line has been made to the city by the Corps of Engineers. 

Because of the 1,850-foot reservoir level, a levee will be constructed to protect 
the southern area of the city. It is here where the water plant is located. After 
construction of the dike the plant will then be situated behind the same. 

The water level in the reservoir will be as high as, and at times 20 feet higher 
than, the floor of the clear well under the present filters in the water plant. This 
would create a dangerous and an untenable situation. 

The threat of impure river water entering the facility as seepage through 
cracks, defects, or construction faults is much too great for the city to assume. 
Moreover, the North Dakota Health Department has officially notified the city 
that it will not give approval for any expansion of the present water plant to 
meet future needs while so located behind the levee. The United States Public 
Health Service has indicated its agreement with this position. Both agencies rec- 
ommend the removal to higher ground. 

Construction and operation at the maximum capacity of the Garrison project 
requires the removal and relocation at a point 4%4 miles farther upstream of 
the city’s raw-water intake. This will have the effect of moving the Missouri 
River—the city’s inexhaustible water supply—the same distance away from 
Williston. Such additional distance will incur large additional costs for a re- 
located waterline, relocation of the electrical transmission line to serve the re- 
located facilities, as well as many other direct and indirect costs. 

The city’s engineers have estimated that the cost of replacing the present water 
plant which will become useless, the cost of relocating and replacing the raw- 
water intake and related facilities, together with a relocated and adequate water- 
transmission line from the point of such new intake will be somewhere between 
$1,650,000 and $2,000,000. 

It is the contention of the people in Williston, with which I am in agreement, 
that the United States Government should make the community whole because 
of any damages sustained and costs which it will be necessary to incur due to 
the construction and operation of the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project. 

I sincerely and respectfully request that your committee authorize the payment 
of whatever funds are necessary to adequately and fully compensate the city of 
Williston for damages it may sustain and money it will have to expend because 
of the construction of the Garrison project. 

Thank you. 
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Exim River Dam, James River, S. Dax. 


Mr. Davis. We have just one more project. Mr. McGovern was to 
be here this morning but his assistant is here. Is Mr. McGovern in the 
city ? 

Mr, J. A. Larsen. Yes. He has a conflict with his own committee 
this morning and could not be over here. Would it be permissible for 
his statement to be made a part of the record ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Without objection his statement will be received at this 
point in the record. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

(The prepared statement of George McGovern is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE GEORGE MCGOVERN, First DIstTRICT, 
SoutH DAKOTA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am happy to present this state- 
ment in support of the authorization for appropriations under title II of this 
act for such projects proposed for the Missouri River Basin, as follows: 

(1) I wish to urge your favorable consideration of the authorization for the 
additional sum of $200 million for the prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
for the Missouri River Basin. I do not, however, favor the provision which sets 
forth that any power attributable to any dam in such plan to be constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers, the construction of which has not been started, be 
made available for use in the State where such dam is constructed. This provi- 
sion would seem to be in opposition to the public-power-preference clause of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, and it is my feeling that public-power bodies should 
continue to receive preference for power generated by Federal projects. I believe 
that the people of my State, generally, would prefer that this established policy 
be continued. 

(2) I support the authorization for up to $42,000 for sewage-treatment facili- 
ties for the St. Joseph Indian School at Chamberlain, 8. Dak. This school is a 
benevolent, denominational, Indian school which had to be relocated because of 
the construction of the Randall Dam and Reservoir, and it now lies about a half 
mile above the city of Chamberlain, 8. Dak., and is discharging raw sewage into 
the reservoir, above the point from which the city of Chamberlain draws its 
drinking-water supply. I feel that, from the standpoint of health and safety, this 
authorization is sound and is justified on the grounds that it is a problem which 
was created by the construction of the Randall project. 

(3) I would also urge favorable consideration for the authorization of the 
nominal sum of $5,000, which is intended for reimbursement of removal expenses 
of the Chamberlain Water Co. This concern is a local soft drink bottling com- 
pany, and I am advised that, at the time their plant was relocated, the law did 
not make a provision for moving expenses. Subsequent action has made it 
possible for other businesses which were relocated to be compensated for ex- 
penses of removal, and this concern is just now attempting to receive a benefit 
which has already been given to others and appears justified. 

(4) The construction of the Oahe Dam near the city of Pierre, S. Dak., has 
caused this city to become a federally impacted area caused by an unusual ex- 
pansion in population due to the construction of the Oahe project. For this 
reason, the authorization of up to $210,000 for sewer facilities for the city of 
Pierre is justified at this time. This measure is necessary to the health and 
safety of the population at Pierre, S. Dak., and the sum involved constitutes a 
part of the facility which is proposed to remedy this unsanitary condition. 

(5) I would also urge your support for the authorization of $1,750,000 which 
is proposed for the enlargement and improvement of the existing dam and 
reservoir on the Elm River, a tributary of the James River in South Dakota. 
It is proposed to raise the dam and to strengthen it and thereby increase the 
storage capacity. 

In addition to the value of this project for effective flood control, this reservoir 
would also assist in providing a sufficient supply of water to the people of 
Aberdeen, 8S. Dak. This city is experiencing a serious problem in obtaining a 
sufficient supply of water, and a project of this kind, which would serve to 
increase that supply, should certainly be promoted. 








160 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


I would submit that the authorizations for the appropriations sought for the 
Missouri River Basin and Elm River as they affect the projects in the First 
District of the State of South Dakota are justified, and I ask your favorable con- 
sideration. 

I appreciate the opportunity which you have given me to present this testimony 
and I thank you for your courtesy. 


Mr. Davis. I want to thank Mr. Shad, of the Bureau of the Budget, 
for remaining throughout. We will meet at 10 o’clock tomorrow, 
even if there are not but 2 of us here. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the committee recessed until 10 a. m. 
the following day, Tuesday, June 11, 1957.) 


RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


TUESDAY, JUNE i1, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a. m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis presiding. 


BucHANAN AND Hippen Reservorrs, CALIF. 


Mr. Davis. The committee will come to order. 

We will take up first the Buchanan and Hidden Reservoirs in 
California. 

We will first hear from General Person. We welcome General 
Person back. He spent a busy week last week with his son being 
graduated and then married. You are not looking any the worse for 
the wear. I will say that. That was a very important week for you 
and your family, General. 

Now, on this Buchanan and Hidden Reservoirs in California, will 
you summarize that situation for us? That appears on page 42 of 
the Senate bill. We had no report on that from the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Mr. McF atu. There was a report in 1945. 

Mr. Davis. That is right. A report was made back in 1948. In 
your own way I wish you would summarize and bring us up to date 
on these projects, General. 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. JOHN L. PERSON, ASSISTANT CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS, OFFICE, CHIEF 0F ENGINEERS 


General Person. Would you like me to describe the projects? 

Mr. Davis. If you do not mind. 

General Person. The Hidden Reservoir is on the Fresno River 
about 16 miles upstream from the city of Madera, Calif., and pro- 
vides for the construction of a 174-foot high earth-fill dam and aux- 
iliary dikes on the Fresno River to create a reservoir with a gross 
storage capacity of 90,000 acre-feet. 

The estimated cost, based on the cost estimate in the project docu- 
ment, escalated to January 1956 prices, is $12,500,000. It is a multi- 
ple-purpose project for flood control and irrigation. 

_ Based upon the January 1956 prices the estimated benefit-cost ratio 
is 1.85 to 1. 

Buchanan Reservoir is on the next tributary of the San Joaquin 

River, the Chowchilla River. The Buchanan Reservoir will be cre- 
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ated by a 153-foot dam about 20 miles upstream from the city of 
Chowchilla, to create a reservoir with a gross storage capacity of 
70,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will you yield there? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Are the figures you show in the bill the total cost 
of the projects, or is that the first cost ? 

General Person. That is the construction cost. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is the entire construction cost of the whole 
program ¢ 

General Person. Yes. 

Mr. McoGrecor. Thank you. 

General Person. That, based on the January 1956 prices, is 
$10,900,000, and the benefit-cost ratio is estimated to be 1.6 to 1. 

Mr. Becker. Which one isthat on? Is that the Buchanan? 

General Person. That is the Buchanan on the Chowchilla River. 

Mr. Becker. You mentioned both a moment ago. 

General Person. The Hidden Reservoir is $12,500,000 and Buchanan 
is $10,900,000. 

Mr. McGregor, I may have misunderstood your question. I under- 
stood you to ask whether the $10,900,000 was the total cost of the Buch- 
anan Reservoir. That is correct, and the Hidden Reservoir is 
$12,500,000. 

Mr. Becker. You said on the January 1956 prices. 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becxer. What would that be today approximately ? 

General Person. Roughly 4 to 5 percent more. 

Mr. Becker. From 4 to 5 percent? 

General Person. Yes. From the Engineering News Record Index. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will you yield? In our figuring for other projects 
such as post offices, for instance, we are learning that we are going to 
have to increase the figures from 10 to 15 percent over the 1954 and 
1955 estimates. Would that not be nearer right than 5 percent, 
General ? 

General Person. The Engineering News Record Cost Index has 
been increasing about 5 percent a year for the past several years. So 
if we were basing it on 1954 prices it would now be 15 percent. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes. 

Mr. Bautpwin. As I understand it, practically every project we are 
considering that we approved last year, in 1956, the figures we have 
on them are the estimates for 1956. For instance, I noticed on the 
Saline River and tributaries for Illinois this morning, the latest esti- 
mate is January 1956. So these estimates are consistent with the other 
projects in the bill before us. Is that right? 

General Person. That is right. That is the basic reason why we 
used the 1956 prices, because we are actually reconsidering the bill 
that was vetoed last fall. 

Mr. Batpwin. May I ask another question? As I understand it, as 
far as the Corps of Engineers are concerned both of these projects have 
been recommended favor ably by the Corps of Engineers in your report 
to this committee ? 
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General Person. In 1948 a report was submitted by the Corps of 
Engineers, but in transmitting that report the Secretary of the Army 
indicated that he did not consider the report to be sufficiently detailed 
to warrant authorization. President Truman indicated the same feel- 
ing in a letter at that time, and in April 1957, in commenting on a 
similar bill, the present Secretary of the Army indicated the same 
feeling. 

Mis, Dative I am asking as far as the Corps of Engineers is con- 
cerned. If I understand it correctly, Hidden Reservoir as of the last 
figures had a benefit-cost ratio of 1.85 to 1, which was quite favorable, 
and Buchanan Reservoir according to the last estimate figures was 1.6 
to 1, which is quite favorable. Both of these have been increasing be- 
cause of the development of the area and the additional frequency 
of floods. 

As far as the Corps of Engineers is concerned, when you have bene- 
fit-cost ratios of this type that means as far as your figures and com- 
putations are concerned it indicates that the projects will be merito- 
rious because the potential benefits exceed the potential costs. Is that 
correct ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. Of course, that is assuming that our 
estimates of the benefits to costs are sufficiently detailed to be accurate. 
It was for the reason that the Secretary of the Army did not feel they 
were sufficiently accurate that he indicated his feeling that more study 
should be given to the project. 

Mr. Baupwin. May I ask one other question? This is based upon 
a project document of some years ago, but is it not true a great num- 
ber of projects we approve in the bill that is before us and projects 
that have been approved in past years are based on an original project 
document of a number of years ago? 

General Person. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Mack. Were both of these projects included in the bill passed 
by the Congress last year, General ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. Was the presence of these two projects in the bill among 
the reasons why the President vetoed the bill? 

General Person, They were commented on in the veto message. 

Mr. Mack. Do I understand you to say that the Secretary of the 
Army took the same position as the Bureau of the Budget, namely, 
that he thought the survey of 1945 was inadequate ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. He took that position, as well as the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

General Person. Yes, sir. That is correct. 

Mr. Brecker. Maybe I did not understand you correctly ; this is also 
the same position that was taken by President Truman back some 
years ago? 

General Person. In 1949. 

Mr. Brecker. And now the same position is being taken by the Sec- 
retary of the Army? 

General Person. Yes, sir. That is correct. 

Mr. Becker. In other words, the position has not changed on the 
levels above, let us say, the report of the Army engineers? 

General Person. That is right. 
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Mr. Becker. It remains the same? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Do they take that position because they feel that, possi- 
bly, the costs are not accurate, or because they think that some new 
engineering approach should, yossibly, be made on these two projects! 

General Person. I am not familiar with the original basis, sir, but 
I think it was due partially to their feeling that more study should 
be given to the overall problem and the manner in which it would fit 
into the plans of the State of California and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, and there was some doubt as to the arrangements for local co- 
operation for the irrigation features. 

Mr. Becker. Would these two structures prevent the floods on the 
main stem of the river as well as on these tributaries ? 

General Person. I did not understand you. I am sorry. 

Mr. Becker. Would these two structures on the tributaries of the 
main river prevent floods in the main river ¢ 

General Person. Yes, sir. They would have an effect on it. 

Mr. Becker. As well as on the tributaries ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFatu. Now, you say that because of certain problems with 
the Bureau of Reclamation and certain problems with the State of 
California—and what was the third one? 

General Person. The willingness and ability of local interests to 
contribute to the irrigation costs. 

Mr. McFatu. The willingness and ability of the people to contribute 
is a factor that is taken into consideration at a time just before the 
construction of the project, and is not a material factor until that 
time. Is that not correct ? 

General Person. Normally, we do not begin construction until we 
have satisfactory assurances. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. McFatru. Yes. 

Mr. Barpwin. The bill which was passed by this committee last 
year, and which has the same wording as it came out of the Senate 
this year, has a specific proviso in both of these projects which says: 
Provided, That, prior to starting construction, assurances of repayment arrange- 
ments for the cost allocated to irrigation be obtained by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

So, that answers the third point, because the wording of this bill 

yas approved by this committee last year and the Senate this year, 
and it would meet that objection that assurances have to be obtained 
before the project goes forward. So as I see it, that is taken care of 
by the wording in the bill. 

Mr. McF atx. And, of course, the gentleman knows the Appropria- 
tions Committee does not appropriate any money until such time as 
all of the firm assurances are made. 

Mr. Batpwin. They cannot, under the wording in the bill, do any- 
thing else. 

Mr. McFaux. What are the problems concerned with the State 
water plan which you referred to? 

General Person. That would be merely that the ee at Hidden 
and Buchanan should fit into the framework of the State water plan 
as it is developed. 
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Mr. McFatu. Does your office have any information that this might 
be at variance with the State water plan in any way ? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Mr. McFatu. Does your office have any information concernin 
any kind of a conflict between this project and a State water project 

General Person. No, sir. 

Mr. McFatx. Then what might be the conflict? The fact that you 
just do not have the information, or what ? 

General Person. I think that was the feeling that prompted the 
comment of the Secretary of the Army and President Truman; that 
is, that we had not sufficiently studied the economic feasibility and 
engineering aspects. 

Mr. McFatu. We are talking about the State water plan now. 

General Person. I just mentioned that as one factor that would 
require study at some phase, sir. 

Mr. McFar. Now, take this factor of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
What has that got to do with this? I am just learning about these 
things, but is there not a pretty firm understanding as to who is sup- 
posed to build certain flood-control projects now, and who is supposed 
to build certain conservation projects, as between the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

General Person. Not entirely firm. No, sir. In fact, President 
Truman’s letter in August 1949 stated that multiple-purpose dams in 
the Central Valley should be the responsibility of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Mr. McFatt. Is it my understanding, from what you are saying to 
us this morning, that, because of some possible conflict between the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers here, as to who 
has jurisdiction in building this project, that has caused a stoppage 
of authorization of this project ? 

General Person. I would not put it that way exactly, sir. The 
Bureau of the Budget, I think, in 1956—and I believe I have a copy 
of the letter—indicated that the Bureau of Reclamation was under- 
stood to have the project under restudy, and for that reason the Con- 
gress might wish to defer consideration until completion of that study. 
That was also repeated in the Secretary of the Army’s letter. 

Mr. McF atx. Would you not agree that a project which was other- 
wise beneficial should not be held up merely because of some conflict 
as to which department of the Government ought to build it? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFatu. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Batpwrin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwin. On that point, it is my clear understanding that last 
year, this committee coordinated and checked with the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee and received word from the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee that they were waiving it in favor of this 
committee, because the major benefits from the project are flood con- 
trol. So, we took care of that last year when we first authorized the 
two projects. 

General, when you set up your original project estimates, did not 
the Corps of Engineers follow the usual detailed and thorough pro- 
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cedures you follow in any of your other projects when you set up a 
project document ? 

General Person. I am afraid I cannot answer that. That was in 
1948, when the staff study was completed. I can say this: The Chief 
of Engineers recommended the projects at that time, sir. 

Mr. Batpwrn. I can understand you, personally, of your own 
knowledge, cannot speak on it if you did not have that phase of the 
project under your jurisdiction, but, certainly, if the Chief of En- 

ineers recommended it, it is a safe assumption, if I understand the 
orps of Engineers procedure, that the same procedure mechanically 
was followed as in any other project. 

General Person. Yes, sir. The normal procedure was followed. 

Mr. Bavpwin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I almost 
did not get back to an opening session of Congress last year be- 
cause of the Chowchilla River. I started out from home on High- 
way 99 and the Chowchilla River was all over Route 99 for a matter 
of miles. The city of Chowchilla was underwater, and all of the 
highway traffic was stopped. The only road going down the main 
San Joaquin route was blocked by the Chowchilla River, and at Fres- 
no, where we struck the Fresno River, there was a long piece that was 
in the same condition. 

I would like to agree with the Corps of Engineers when they say 
the benefit-cost ratio increased because of the additional frequency of 
recent floods, and also the much greater amount of property involved, 
and I would like to point out this is a serious condition in the San 
Joaquin Valley, and it caused a very serious problem there in the 
winter of 1955. I personally feel if the only problem is the fact that 
the original document has been some years in existence, that that 
is all the more reason for us to proceed immediately rather than go 
through all of the mechanics all over again. 

We well know time after time that it is 6 or 7 years between the time 
we get a document and the time when this committee functions and 
acts on it. If we are going to go all the way through it again and 
wait another 6 or 7 years, these very communities in the most urgent 
need of flood protection will be the ones that will suffer most by it. 
: think this is a matter that requires urgent attention, rather than 

elay. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. McGrecor. General, with respect to what my colleague from 
California said that this is probably urgent, if I understand the 
schedule right, we have between $10 billion and $11 billion worth 
of projects authorized. Isthat right? 

yeneral Person. I think around $9 billion. 

Mr. McGregor. Now, if we would pass this bill today, what chance 
would we have of getting this situation corrected that Mr. Baldwin 
calls to our attention, within the next 6 or 8 or 10 years, when you 
have $9 billion worth of projects already authorized, and some of 
them 25 years old? 

General Person. Sir, that would depend entirely on the Appropri- 
ations Committee. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then the Appropriations Committee is assuming 
the responsibility of this committee in determining what projects 
should have preferential treatment. Is that right? 
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General Person. Well, sir, the Appropriations Committee deter- 
mines which of the authorized projects shall be constructed, based, 
of course, largely on recommendations by the Corps of Engineers 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget. Many of the older projects, 
as you know, are impossible of construction today because of the 
change of conditions. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is this not correct: That when the hearings come 
on the public works bill in the Appropriations Committee, the Army 
engineers make certain recommendations on certain projects ? 

pa Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then, in other words, the Army engineers are the 
ones who determine which ones are of an emergency nature and which 
ones should be receiving the immediate attention ? 

General Person. No, sir. We do not determine it. We recommend, 
and the Congress determines it. 

Mr. McGrecor. But in 90 cases out of 100 is it not a fact that the 
Appropriations Committee, as far as consideration is concerned, yields 
to the Army engineers? They do not bring up very many new proj- 
ects that the Army engineers do not bring to their attention at that 
particular time. Is that not correct ? 

General Person. They have taken our advice on a great many 
projects, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. In other words, when we continue to authorize 75 
or 100 projects every year, we are simply giving the Army engineers 
more authority to go ahead and pick what projects they want. 

General Person. Well, sir, I do not think it works exactly that 
way, Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. McGrecor. I wonder if you would inform the committee what 
chance this project has? I think these boys made a good case. Would 
you consider this project to be of an emergency nature, so that we 
might get some relief in that area, or would you pick out some others? 

General Person. I could not answer that, sir. I could not make a 
commitment as to what might be done. The projects are needed for 
flood control. 

Mr. McGrecor. I wonder if it would be possible, in order that we 
might get to the place where the Congress has a little more control over 
what projects are to be started—would it be possible for the Corps 
of Engineers to give us a list of 10 or 15 projects in A category, that 
are immediately needed; and then in B cal C categories. In that way 
maybe this committee and the Appropriations Committee of the 
Congress could get a little more jurisdiction over our activities. 
Could you possibly do that ? 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman from Ohio yield? 

Mr. McGregor. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. I would like to inquire of the general. If you pursued 
the suggestion of Mr. McGregor I would like to know whether or not 
you could transmit an approved project to the Congress of the United 
States without the approval of the Bureau of the Budget ? 

General Person. No, sir, we could not. 

Mr. McGrecor. I do not think I got that clear. In other words, you 
say that the Bureau of the Budget is the one that is determining what 
projects are necessary, and what the facts are with respect to them? 

Mr. Jones. That is just exactly what the general said. 
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Mr. McGrecor. I can give you an instance in my district where that 
does not hold good, and you know which one I am ere to. You 
appeared before the Appropriations Committee in behalf of a project 
which was not in the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget. 
You may not have done it, but your predecessor did. I am referring 
to Dillon Dam, which is my pet, as you know. The appropriation 
was made on the recommendation of the Army engineers even when 
the Bureau of the Budget did not suggest it. 

If you are correct in your answer to yenguremmnees Jones, you are 
not correct in that particular one, and I believe the same situation 
exists in many others. 

Mr. Jones. I want to say that I was confining my questions to the 
abe 8 peer. The project which Mr. McGregor referred to went 
oack to the rule of Mr. Will Whittington. 

General Person. I think I can explain that, Mr. McGregor. Con- 
gressman Jones’ question was as to whether or not we could submit 
to the Congress of the United States projects except through the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. Of course we cannot. However, when we are 
testifying before Appropriations Committees, we are frequently ques- 
tioned by members of the committee as to projects which have not 
been submitted to Congress. 

Mr. McGrecor. By the Bureau of the Budget. 

General Person. By anyone. In other words, projects which were 
not recommended by us and consequently not acted on by the Bureau 
of the Budget. We are frequently questioned on such projects and we 
feel we must give the facts to the committee, and that happens often. 

Mr. McGrecor. And there are appropriations made on your recom- 
eerie and other information that the Appropriations Committee 

as. 

General Person. That is true, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Regardless of the Bureau of the Budget. 

General Person. That is true. Regardless of what we have initi- 
ally recommended. Which is why I said we do not control the pro- 
gram. The program is controlled by the Congress. They have very 
frequently appropriated funds for projects for which we have not 
requested money, and I think that is the only sound way to operate a 
democracy. 

Mr. McGregor. What I am trying to figure out is how in some way, 
when we see an emergency project that has not been authorized and 
we go ahead and authorize it, and then seemingly our hands are tied 
and we cannot get the appropriations for it. That goes on year after 
year after year. I recall 2 years ago, when we had a group of emer- 
gency projects. Upon checking yesterday I find that those projects are 
still over in the Appropriations Committee and nobody has suggested 
anything about'them. I am trying to figure out some way where we 
can take care of some of these emergency needs rather than just let 
someone dictate what projects are to be constructed. 

General Person. Well, sir, we have done what you suggest in re- 
verse, actually. We have established three categories of projects— 
the active projects which are economicaly justified and are feasible; 
the deferred for restudy projects on which there is considerable doubt 
as to their economic justification and engineering feasibility, or the 
attitude of the local interests; and the inactive projects which are no 
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longer economically justified, or which we know to have such strong 
local opposition that we cannot build them. 

Mr. McoGrecor. Would you recommend that we deauthorize that last 
category of projects? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGregor. Thank you very much. I am certainly in favor of 
it. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, I have some concern about these particu- 
lar projects, and perhaps Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Sisk or Mr. McFall can 
allay some of my fears. We are considering a bill here which was 
vetoed by the President because of the inclusion of a number of proj- 
ects which did not meet his approval. Among the projects which did 
not meet his approval are the two projects, Hidden and Buchanan 
Reservoirs. if this committee and the Congress put back into the 
bill a great many of those projects that were the cause of the President’s 
veto, are we not going to encounter the risk of another veto when this 
bill comes up again? As I understand it, on these two reservoirs the 
Secretary of the Army recommended against immediate authoriza- 
tion. The Director of the Bureau of the Budget recommended against 
immediate authorization. President Truman said he was opposed to 
authorization of them and President Eisenhower did also. 

How can you get this bill signed by the President if we include too 
many of the projects that were the cause of the veto? That is the 
problem our committee is up against. 

Mr. Scuerer. I think that is a good question. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. The observation I would make on that is this: The 
basis of these various comments are all on two things: One is the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps 
of Engineers which Congress has the right to determine, and which 
last year was determined by mutual agreement between the Interior 
Committee and the Public Works Committee, when the Interior Com- 
mittee waived any authority or jurisdiction over these two bills, be- 
cause the flood-control act they felt was predominant, so by mutual 
agreement this committee proceeded. So, No. 1, that should certainly 
eliminate any question of jurisdiction and, to make doubly certain, we 
put in provisos on both of these that prior to their starting construc- 
tion, assurances would have to be obtained. 

No. 2, the only other basis for objection is because of the fact that 
the project document of 1948 may not be sufficiently recent. The Corps 
of Engineers testified before us this morning that on the basis of the 
project document the Chief of Engineers recommended these projects 
in the same way as he recommends any other project. This is no more 
of a time lag than we have had before our committee time and time 
again. We have authorized projects before with this time lag, and if 
we are now going to say that because of a delay in committee procedure 
or in other congressional procedure in getting the reports in, that every 
project with a document going back to 1948 is going to be automati- 
cally turned down, then we are saying that every time we have a proj- 
ect which is even more urgently needed because of the delay that has 
been occasioned, that instead of coming out and solving the problem 
immediately we are going to go through the whole delay all over again. 

Mr. Mack. Is it not true there may be some other reason than just 
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that this document was issued in 1945 or 1948, that caused the Secre- 
tary of the Army and the Bureau of the Budget to override the Chief of 
Engineers ? 

Mr. Batpwin. I do not see how there could be other reasons, because 
the Bureau of the Budget does not go out and make an engineering 
survey of a project of this kind. The Bureau of the Budget of ne- 
cessity has to take the Corps of Engineers’ engineering figures and 
they, the Bureau of the Budget, do not go out and do all of that work 
over again. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Did the President’s veto recite the reasons for his 
veto as to particular projects? 

Mr. Mack. We have been supplied a list of the projects. 

Mr. Epmonpson. He listed the projects that had not been cleared by 
the Bureau of the Budget, but did not assign reasons to the individual 
projects for not clearing them, did he? 

Mr. Mack. That is correct. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I would certainly want to agree with the gentle- 
man from California that, until we do have an item veto bill, for 
this Congress to yield to the President the right to say through the 
Bureau of the Budget that this project shall be approved and this 
project shall not be approved is a surrender of our authority over this 
question. 

Mr. Mack. My great concern is to secure a bill that the President 
will sign, so that all other acceptable projects may be authorized. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I want that, too. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mack. I yield. 

Mr. McGrecor. I want to concur in what the gentleman from 
Washington says, and I agree with my colleague, Mr. Edmondson, 
that the President has his right to veto it. We are faced with the task 
that if some Members of Congress want to insist on their projects 
again being included in this legislation, as they were last year, then 
some of us have every reason to believe that there are a lot of good 
projects that will go by the wayside by Presidential veto, because 
there is an insistence on putting some of these projects back in. That 
is the thing we are faced with right now. 

I would like to suggest this on these questionable projects: Let 
them be introduced in a separate bill and let the bill contain the ones 
that the President did not object to last year, recommended by Army 
engineers and Bureau of Budget, and we will probably get a signed 
bill and some good projects will not fall by the wayside. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gex:tleman yield further on that? Where 
the President has made plain reasons for his objections to the bill and 
where those are reasons we can go along with, such as where there is 
a benefit-cost ratio that is below unity, or something of that kind, I 
would certainly say in a project of that kind, where it is questionable 
on its face and it is apparent because there might be some reason for 
doing it, that that would be a case where we might omit it; but where 
you have a project like this, where the figures show definitely a benefit- 
cost ratio that is favorable and our own evidence presented to this 
committee shows a very strong need for the project, then in the absence 
of a specific reason that this committee can understand and appreciate 
I say we should not bow our necks to the President, or the Bureau of 
the Budget, or anybody else. 





FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 171 


Mr. McGregor. President Truman also vetoed this legislation. 

Mr. Epmonpson. In that instance, if he had no reason for it, I say 
this committee should not submit to his decision on it. 

_ Mr. Smiru. When President Truman vetoed this bill, Congress, in 
its wisdom, exercised its power to override the veto. 

Mr. McGrecor. You mean they overrode the President’s veto? 

Mr. Smirn. Did he veto the bill? I do not think he so vetoed it. 

Mr. McGrecor. I have it so marked, that President Truman vetoed 
the billin 1949. Is that correct ? 

General Person. He did not veto the bill, but made an unfavorable 
comment on the report and recommended against authorization. 

Mr. McGrecor. He recommended against authorization of this 
project. 

General Person. Yes, sir. And it was not included in that bill. 

Mr. Mack. This committee and the Senate committee and the Senate 
and the House thought these projects should all go into the bill last 
year, and we put them in. But now we have come up against a veto, 
and certainly we cannot put all of these projects back in the bill again 
without running the risk of another veto. We must arrive at some 
sort of a compromise. 

Mr. Sir. Since that veto, we have a new Congress. The Con- 
gress that passed that bill went to the people last year and got 
reelected. 

Mr. Mack. It is pretty much the same Congress. 

Mr. Smiru. If that is the philosophy we are going to follow, I move 
we should reduce the bill to one paragraph and say we hereby authorize 
only those projects that meet with the approval of President Eisen- 
hower. 

Mr. Cxrark. With these provisos that have been included, in the case 
of these 2 projects that you are talking about, I think that that in itself 
is enough to make sure that these 2 projects stay in the bill. I think 
some of the floods we have had in the last year and the last 2 years 
should certainly call to the attention not only of this committee, but 
the Appropriations Committee and the Bureau of the Budget, that we 
should go ahead and get this passed and get these projects under con- 
struction, because we are not only going to spend $12 million for the 
construction of this 1 project, but we are going to lose $50 million if 
we have a flood in that area again. I think it is just throwing mone 
down the drain if we do not go ahead and get these projects constructed. 

Mr. Becxer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a suggestion here 
that we seem to be up a pole right at the minute, and we are not 
going to make a decision on this today. I would like to make a 
suggestion, in view of the strong case made by Mr. Baldwin and the 
others supporting this, that, perhaps between now and the next few 
days before a decision is reached, or before the committee is asked to 
make a decision on putting these projects into the bill, perhaps they 
could get some information as to what the reason for the disapproval 
of these projects was, and the grounds for it, which we do not seem to 
be aware of here, because there has been no disclosure of them before 
this committee. Whether they are the reasons that existed back in 
the days of President Truman or the present Secretary of the Army 
and the Bureau of the Budget, perhaps we could get some of those 
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reasons as a basis for passing judgment in a more satisfactory manner 
than we could at the moment. 

I say that because we have a picture here of something that is worth- 
while, and yet at the same time it is not worthwhile in other people’s 
eyes, and it so happens that those people have the opportunity of veto- 
ing this legislation. Perhaps we could get that en Sonuieiier 

Mr. McF atu. All of that information is, possibly, right in this room 
now, and perhaps we can ask General Person a question or two more 
and obtain it. 

Mr. Brecker. I will say to the gentleman that I thought General 
Person made himself so clear on it that the information was not en- 
tirely clear as to the reasons for disapproval that I did not feel we 
could obtain it by asking him anything further. 

Mr. McF atu. The general said that the Chief of Engineers studied 
this project in the same way as he studies every other project, and 
he came up with a recommendation in the same way as he recommends 
other projects. It then went to the Secretary of the Army, and the 
Secretary of the Army had some misgivings about the figures. Then 
the general testified there were three other reasons. We went into 
that, but I do not think we went into what the reasons were for the 
Secretary of the Army’s disagreement with the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Becker. Let us ask him that now. 

General, can you give us the reason as to why the Secretary of the 
Army now, or back in President Truman’s day, recommended against 
both of those projects ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. I have copies of the letter from the Sec- 
retary of the Army transmitting the report in October of 1949, which 
I could insert for the record entirely, if you like, and read one part 
of it. 

Mr. Becker. I wish you would do that, and just give us the reasons, 
if you will. 

General Person. Yes, sir. It says: 

The President concludes that the content of the reports of neither the Corps 
of Engineers nor of the Bureau of Reclamation justify the approval of either 
as a comprehensive valley plan. In order to have available a comprehensive 
valley plan as soon as possible which can serve as a basis for consideration and 
evaluation of proposed future individual projects, I recommend that Congress 
authorize investigations and surveys, in coordination and cooperation with the 
current and continuing studies of the State of California, leading to the prepara- 
tion and presentation of a fully coordinated, comprehensive plan for the develop- 
ment of the water resources of that basin. 

Also, in accordance with the President’s instructions, I recommend authoriza- 
tion to the Department of the Army at this time of only the levee and channel 
improvements for flood control, as specified in paragraph 17c of the report of the 
Chief of Engineers. The other projects proposed by the Chief of Engineers 
should be considered as an inventory of possible future work. 

Mr. Becker. What is the date of that letter ? 

General Person. October 4, 1949, sir. 

Mr. Brecker. That is 1949. Now, I think you mentioned one in 
April 1957, when the Secretary of the Army disapproved the project. 

General Person. Yes, sir. If you like, I can insert the letter of the 
Secretary of the Army and the comments of the President on August 
15, 1949. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, it may be made a part of the record 
at this point. 
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(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


COMMENTS OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


THE WHITE Hovse, 
Washington, August 15, 1949. 
‘The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE ARMY. 

My Dear Mr. SeoretTary: The report of the Chief of Engineers on the Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin Basin streams, California, transmitted to the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget by Secretary Royall on July 29, 1948, as well as the related 
report of the Secretary of the Interior on the same basin, have been thoroughly 
reviewed in the executive offices and I have reached the following conclusions: 

(a) The reports do not contain sufficient information with respect to engineer- 
ing and economic feasibility to justify their approval as a comprehensive valley 
plan. 

(b) There would be no objection to the transmission of the reports to the 
Congress provided it is made clear in the transmittal letter that, aside from the 


authorizations for the projects specified in (c) below, the other projects proposed 


are to be considered as an inventory of possible future work to be thoroughly in- 
vestigated to justify construction authorization. 


(c) The reports demonstrate the need for the authorization and construction 


of (1) the New Melones, Tulloch, and Pine Flat hydroelectric powerplants by 


the Bureau of Reclamation as adjuncts to authorized dam and reservoir projects ; 


and (2) a number of miscellaneous levee and channel-improvement projects for 


flood-control purposes by the Corps of Engineers. 

(d@) The existing construction authorizations of the Corps of Engineers for 
the New Melones, Black Butte, and New Hogan multiple-purpose reservoir proj- 
ects, and the Pine Flat, Isabella, Folsom, Terminus, and Success multiple-purpose 


reservoir projects, after completion of construction by the Corps of Engineers, 


should be transferred to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

(e) As additional individual proposed projects not now authorized are found 
feasible on the basis of detailed project reports, they will be approved for author- 
ization in accordance with the Folsom formula; i. e., multiple-purpose dams 
are the responsibility of the Bureau of Reclamation, and dams and other 
works exclusively for flood control are the responsibility of the Corps of Engineers. 

I believe that cooperative effort by your Department and the Department of 
the Interior under the functional division of responsibility outlined above will 
not only facilitate the development and attainment of a sound, comprehensive, 
valley plan without duplication of effort and overlapping of jurisdiction, but 
will provide for unified administration and operation of the completed works 
which are essential to the best utilization of the benefits from the project as set 


forth in my message to the Congress on January 12, 1948, House Document No. 
496. 


Sincerely yours, 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., October 4, 1949. 
THe SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Dear Mr. SPEAKER. I am transmitting herewith a report dated July 27, 1948, 
from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, together with accompanying 
papers and illustrations, on preliminary examinations and surveys of Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin River Basin streams, California. This comprehensive investi- 
gation was authorized by the Flood Control Acts of June 22, 1936, and June 
28, 1938. 

By letter of June 2, 1945, the President requested that the Chief of Engineers’ 
report on the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Basin be submitted to him, through 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with a memorandum setting forth 
clearly the differences both as to plan of development and as to policy between 
the recommendations of the Department of the Army and those of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior in a parallel report by the Bureau of Reclamation on the 
Central Valley of California. This was done by letter of July 29, 1948, to the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, and a copy of the statement of differences 
transmitted to the President with that letter is herewith as a part of the report 
of the Chief of Engineers. 
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In accordance with section 1 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, Public Law 
534, 78th Congress, and with Federal interagency procedure for coordination of 
studies on water resource development, the basic report of the Corps of Engineers 
was referred to the State of California and to the Departments of Interior and 
Agriculture and to the Federal Power Commission. Letters setting forth the 
views of those agencies on that report are inclosed. The supplemental report 
of the district engineer and the report of the Chief of Engineers dated July 27, 
1948, were also furnished to the State and Federal agencies but no further 
comments thereon have been received. 

I am now in receipt of a letter of August 15, 1949, from the President in which 
he states his conclusions regarding these reports and advises that he has no 
objection to transmission of the report of the Chief of Engineers to Congress, 
subject to my making clear certain of his conclusions in my letter of transmittal. 
The President’s letter of August 15 is herewith and attention is invited to it for 
a full statement of his views. 

The President concludes that the content of the reports of neither the Corps 
of Engineers nor of the Bureau of Reclamation justify the approval of either as 
a comprehensive valley plan. In order to have available a comprehensive valley 
plan as soon as possible which can serve as a basis for consideration and evalu- 
ation of proposed future individual projects, I recommend that Congress author- 
ize investigations and surveys, in coordination and cooperation with the current 
and continuing studies of the State of California, leading to the preparation and 
presentation of a fully coordinated comprehensive plan for the development of 
the water resources of that basin. 

Also, in accordance with the President’s instructions I recommend authoriza- 
tion to the Department of the Army at this time of only the levee and channel 
improvements for flood control, as specified in paragraph 17c of the report of 
the Chief of Engineers. The other projects proposed by the Chief of Engineers 
should be considered as an inventory of possible future work. 

Sincerely yours, 


Gorpon Gray, Secretary of the Army. 


General Person. Mr. Becker, there is also a letter from the Bureau 
of the Budget dated June 26, 1956, which says about the same thing, 


and in April 1957 the Secretary of the Army states this, among other 
things, and I will insert the letter in the record ——— 

Mr. Davis. We cannot take all day on this. 

Mr. Becker. All I want to do is get the reasons in the record. 

Mr. Davis. Surely. I just made that general statement for the bene- 
fit of all of us. 

General Person. The letter dated April 5, 1957, reads as follows: 


DEAR Mk. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H. R. 1265, 85th Congress, a bill to 
authorize the project for the Hidden Reservoir on the Fresno River, San Joaquin 
Valley, Calif., for flood-control purposes. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill. The 
purpose of the bill is to authorize the construction of the Hidden Reservoir on 
the Fresno River for flood control and other purposes in the San Joaquin Valley, 
Calif., substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers contained in House Document No. 367, 81st Congress. The recom- 
mendation of the Secretary of the Army in that document, recognizing that the 
report of the Chief of Engineers did not contain sufficient information for au- 
thorization of this project, was for further investigation to justify construction 
authorization. 

As this study was never made and in view of the fact that the Bureau of 
Reclamation now has this project under restudy, the Congress may wish to 
defer further consideration of this bill pending completion of that study. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, while there would be no objection to 
the submission of this report, attention is invited to the attached letter from 
the Bureau of the Budget, dated June 26, 1956. 
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EXEcurvIvE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 26, 1956. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
(Attention : Col. Albert Barkin, 2C642 Pentagon.) 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge Assistant Secretary Roderick’s 
letters of May 1, 1956, and June 21, 1956, transmitting copies of reports which 
the Department of the Army proposes to submit to the chairman of the House 
Public Works Committee on H. R. 9885 and H. R. 9886, which would authorize 
Buchanan Reservoir and Hidden Reservoir, respectively, on tributaries of the 
San Joaquin River, Calif., for flood control and other purposes substantially in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers contained in 
House Document No. 367, 81st Congress. 

While the Chief of Engineers did recommend authorization of these two 
reservoirs in his report on the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin streams, the Presi- 
dent, in a letter dated August 15, 1949, to the Secretary of the Army on this re- 
port, concluded in part that (1) the report of the Chief of Engineers and the re- 
port of the Secretary of the Interior on the Central Valley Basin did not contain 
sufficient information with respect to engineering and economic feasibility to 
justify their approval as a comprehensive valley plan; (2) except for the levee 
and channel improvements, the projects proposed in the report of the Chief of 
Engineers, including Buchanan and Hidden Reservoirs, were to be considered 
as an inventory of possible future work to be thoroughly investigated to justify 
construction authorization; and (3) as additional unauthorized projects were 
found feasible on the basis of detailed project reports, they would be approved 
for authorization in accordance with the Folsom formula, i. e., multiple-purpose 
dams are the responsibility of the Bureau of Reclamation, and dams and other 
works exclusively for flood control are the responsibility of the Corps of Engi- 
neers. On the basis of that letter, which was also reprinted in House Document 
No. 367, the Secretary of the Army recommended authorization of only the pro- 
posed levee and channel improvements in transmitting the report to the Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget has no reason to believe that the conclusions of the 
President contained in his letter of August 15, 1949, should now be modified. 
The Department of the Army has not submitted a detailed project report, under 
procedures prescribed by Executive Order 9384, recommending authorization of 
these reservoirs as flood-control projects. Furthermore, since Hidden and 
Buchanan Reservoirs were proposed as multiple-purpose reservoirs in both the 
Chief of Engineers’ report on the Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin streams and in 
the report of the Secretary of the Interior on the Central Valley Basin, contained 
in Senate Document 113, 81st Congress, it is considered that, if further investiga- 
tions by the Department of the Interior show these reservoirs to be feasible, 
they should be authorized for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation. It 
is understood that the Bureau of Reclamation is actively studying these projects 
at the present time. For these reasons, the Bureau of the Budget would not 
favor enactment of H. R. 9885 or H. R. 9886. 

Accordingly, you are advised that there would be no objection to the submis- 
sion of the Department’s proposed revised report on H. R. 9885 and a similar 
report on H. R. 9886. It is requested that a copy of this letter accompany your 
reports to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert BE. MERRIAM, 
Assistant to the Director. 


Mr. Brecker. The only question I have to ask is this last one, Gen- 
eral: There has been no resurvey of this project since back in 1948 
by the Army engineers. Isthat correct? 

General Person. There has been merely a reevaluation of the bene- 
fits and an adjustment of the costs based on the Engineering News 
Record index escalation factor. 

Mr. Becker. But no resurvey of the project as mentioned in both 
those documents ? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Becker. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Batpwin. May I suggest that Mr. Sisk be called, because he 
has the answers to some of the questions propounded which I believe 
would expedite this matter. 

Mr. Davis. I think we can sum it up. In analyzing the President’s 
veto there were two projects on which reports were not considered 
by the Bureau of the Budget as an adequate basis for authorization. 

hose two were Hidden Reservoir and Buchanan Reservoir. Was 
that the recommendation of the Army engineers; namely, that the 
projects did not carry a basis for authorization ? 

General Person. That was the statement of the Bureau of the 
Budget as to the reason for the veto, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. What did the Army engineers say ? 

General Person. We have not said anything recently, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. You turned it down in 1948 and have not said 
anything since ? 

General Person. No, sir. 

Mr. Davis. You approved it in 1948, did you not, General? 

General Person. Yes,sir. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. But you have not said anything since ? 

General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Davis. I do not want to cut anybody off, but it is getting late. 

Mr. Sisk, will you take the chair ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to impose on the time of this 


committee, because I realize your urgency and that you have other 
projects to consider here, but I think it has become amply clear here 
that we are confronted with one problem, and one only, and that is 
this is a battle of jurisdiction. I would like to have the time, Mr. 
Chairman, to review briefly the happenings with reference to these two 

rojects. As I say, I think it has become amply clear here this morn- 
ing that the only thing in the world involved is a battle of jurisdiction. 

I would like to clarify at the very outset that President Truman 
did not veto this project. He never had an opportunity to veto this 

roject. The position of Mr. Truman at the time that he was Presi- 
Sent was to invoke the so-called Folsom formula, which I think most 
of you know, in central California, which said that at that time proj- 
ects having a conservation and irrigation benefit shall no longer be 
built by the Corps of Engineers, but shall be constructed by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation. 

California never agreed with that program or that plan. They 
have very vigorously disagreed with that plan, believing all of the 
time that the Corps of Engineers has done a good job in flood control 
protection. Therefore we do not accept that criteria. 

Briefly, to give you the background of my entrance into this, I 
discussed this project first, so far as I am concerned personally, with 
General Itschner, General Itschner was favorably impressed with 
these projects. I might say that I have some letters written by Gen- 
eral Itschner going back to February and March of 1956, in which 
he did indicate that these were feasible, and he states that they have 
very fine economic and engineering feasibility reports. 
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The only question at that time in the minds of Genera] Itschner 
and others in the Corps of Engineers was with reference to Windy 
Gap, which was a proposal made by the Corps of Engineers a number 
of years ago, which was further up the Fresno River, which would 
have provided for the spilling of water through a high dam over 
into the Chowchilla Basin in a series of powerplants. 

General Itschner indicated that in a letter of February 7, 1956, 
that in the event the local interests desire the consideration of a dam 
at Windy Gap on the Fresno River in lieu of the proposed Hidden 
Reservoir project, preparation of a review report will be required. 

That was the only review he felt was necessary at all at that time. 

He goes on in the letter as of March 1 and mentions again the 
Windy Gap project now contemplated and he says that the Hidden 
project is strategically located for flood-control purposes, and on the 

asis of available data is considered more economical. 

In view of these facts I am of the opinion that the construction of the proposed 
Hidden project should not be delayed pending an investigation and report of the 
merits of a storage reservoir at Windy Gap. 

As I say, never at any time did he indicate there was any question 
of economic or engineering feasibility or a favorable report on Hidden 
or Buchanan Dams. 

Furthermore, he came to my office along in March of 1956 and in 
my Office he indicated the same thing. 

I might say here, after our experience last year I called the district 
engineer in California, Colonel McCollum, and I would like to say, 
Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to put anyone on the spot here, but 
I called Colonel McCollum in Sacramento and asked him to come 
down to my district, and he did that in September last fall. We spent 
an entire day and went over these projects, and I asked him this ques- 
tion. I said: “Colonel, is it necessary that I introduce a resolution 
requesting a further study of these projects?” Colonel McCollum 
said, “No, sir. We have all the information we need.” I said: 

“Tt is my desire that we proceed orderly in these projects, and if it is 
going to be the position again that further studies are required, I de- 
sire to go before the Committee on Public Works and make a request 
for a resolution authorizing another study.” He said,“No. We have 
all of the information needed.” 

At the time I had those talks last spring with General Itschner, and 
discussions were going on, I was informed by telephone that we had a 
favorable report from the Corps of Engineers all the way up to the 
Secretary of the Army. At the time just prior to the consideration 
by this committee, I received a call, and I might say I was cooperating 
with Senator Kuchel of California in these projects, which call said 
that the Bureau of the Budget was indicating some concern about the 
fact that they should be built by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

We set up a meeting with the Bureau of the Budget which Mr. 
Merriam presided over, and Mr. Kuchel’s office and my office were 
represented there in a lengthy discussion of an hour, in which they 
finally admitted so far as further studies were needed they were not 
taking that position, but they were taking the position that under 
the present policy set down by the present administration—and I 
might say it goes back to the Truman-Folsom formula—that any proj- 
ect in California which has any water conservation benefits should be 
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built by the Bureau of Reclamation, and they desired to bring into it 
the Department of the Interior. That was the only position they 
took at that time. 

The Department of the Interior has not started any studies. It 
was indicated earlier that they had no interest in this project. I was 
informed by the Bureau of Reclamation and the people in the De- 
partment of the Interior that they had no interest in this project, but 
after the Bureau of the Budget indicated a desire to follow this so- 
called Folsom formula, then the Department of the Interior and the 
Bureau of Reclamation came out and made the statement, “We shall 
put that in for study at some time.” 

So far there is no study underway, and so far there is no money 
even set up for a study by the Bureau of Reclamation on these projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like quickly to quote from 2 or 3 other com- 
munications, and I will do it briefly. 

One is a Senate joint resolution with a series of “whereases,” and it 
finally comes down and says: 

It is resoWwed by the Senate and Assembly of the State of California jointly, 
That the Legislature of the State of California respectfully memorializes the 
President and Congress of the United States to take steps forthwith to authorize 
and otherwise implement immediate construction of Buchanan Dam and Reser- 
voir on the Chowchilla River and Hidden Dam on the Fresno River by the Chief 
of Bngineers of the United States Army for the control and conservation of 
floodwaters on these rivers. 

Going on further and reading from a letter by Mr. Harvey Banks, 
director of the department of water resources for the State of Cali- 
fornia, which is a rather lengthy letter, and I will only quote very 
briefly from it: 


With particular reference to the Hidden and Buchanan projects, multiple-pur- 
pose reservoirs for flood control and water conservation in the Fresno and 
Chowchilla Rivers have been reported on by all Federal agencies on a number of 
occasions in the past 25 years. The construction of Hidden Dam on the Fresno 
River and Buchanan on the Chowchilla River was recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document 367, 81st Congress, Ist session. Although the State 
conditioned its approval on original recommendations, the State consequently 
concurred in the recommendations. 

The need for flood control is urgent in view of the experience of floods in De- 
cember 1955. Early construction of these reservoirs by the Corps of Engineers 
would give the necessary flood protection. 


I would like to excerpt briefly from a letter from the Governor of the 
State of California on May 31, 1957, which was just a few days ago, 
when he wrote a rather lengthy letter with reference to the so-called 
Folsom formula, or the new policy, so-called, which would preclude 
the Corps of Engineers from developing the flood-control project. 
Here is what the Governor said. I will not read the whole letter, but 
excerpt it and will submit the full letter, if the chairman would like 
to see it. 


The California Department of Water Resources and the State water board 
have recommended consideration be given and favorable action taken by the 
Congress of the United States for immediate authorization of flood control and 
storage on the Fresno and Chowchilla Rivers substantially as recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document 367, 81st Congress, 1st session. 
California urges these projects be authorized and constructed by the Corps of 
Engineers. Because of the previous interest of the Corps of Engineers we have 
no present plans to proceed with them as State projects. 
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He goes on in a rather lengthy letter explaining the desire that the 
State of California be thoroughly understood with reference to pro- 
cedures by the Corps of Engineers in that area. 

I offered for the record last year, and I will not review them, I have 
letters and resolutions from some 20 or 30 organizations like the Farm 
Bureau, and the Grange, and the State chamber of commerce, and the 
city and county chambers of commerce, and other organizations. 

I might say that contrary to what usually happens in California, 
here are two projects supported by every person in California—by the 
legislature, and the Governor, and the department of water resources, 
and every organization in the State. There has not even been one 
individual in opposition. As I say, all of the information I have had, 
not only from General Itschner and others in the Corps of Engineers, 
and through my contacts with the Department here, there has been this 
question of jurisdiction. 

Of course, if this committee, or any other committee, proposes to 
say that this is a project that should be built by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, I would have to bow to that, but as a member of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs and a member of the Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, I substantiate the state- 
ments made by the gentleman from California, my colleague, Mr. 
Baldwin, with reference to this project and with reference to a num- 
ber of other projects which the Governor enumerates in his letter, and 
many other districts up and down the State. 

Mr. Epmonpson. As another member of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs I would like to agree with the gentleman and 
with his fine statement on the question of the agreement that has been 
reached by practically all directly affected parties as to who should 
build these dams. President Truman in his message made the point 
that there should be a valley plan. As I understand it, the State 
has a valley plan, and that plan calls for the Army engineers to con- 
struct these 2 reservoirs at these 2 points; is that right? 

Mr. Sisx. That is exactly right. The gentleman from Oklahoma 
is exactly right. 

Mr. Scuwencev. I would like to ask the gentleman a question. 
There are some irrigation projects in connection with this plan. Is 
that right ? 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. The bills which I introduced have a proviso stat- 
ing that the people in the area must conclude a contract for all repay- 
ment benefits before construction can start. There are some irriga- 
tion benefits from these projects. 

Mr. Scuowence.. Do you have any idea as to the number of acres 
which will be brought into production which are not now in produc- 
tion ? 

Mr. Sisx. There would be no new acreage brought into production. 
This whole area is under irrigation at the present time. Of couse, 
there is some need from time to time for supplemental water supply. 
For example, you understand sometimes we run out of water in June 
or July, and it requires pumping. The whole area is a developing 
agricultural area, and it has been for 100 years, most of it, so it is not 
a matter of bringing in any new lands whatsoever. 

Mr. Scuwencet. It would bring in increased production, though ? 

Mr. Sisx. I would not say there would be any increased production. 











180 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


If there is water available from these dams—and I might say as a 
rainfall river the flow of the Chowchilla varies from as low as 3,000 
acre-feet per year up to as high as, in 1955, a possible 400,000 acre- 
feet. So there are years when you would not have a drop of water, 
and there are other years when you would have a considerable quan- 
tity of water. The thing is that the people in the area, the farmers, 
would buy and pay for that water, and they would be willing to con- 
tract for it. 

I have resolutions here filed before the committee stating their 
willingness to do that, and to take such waters as are available, 
because by taking that water it will simply eliminate their having 
to pump water. They have pumps because they have to have them 
for supplemental water, because under irrigation we do not have 
sufficient water without pumping. If they can get the additional 
water in this manner, they will be happy to pay for it and shut down 
the pumps and buy this water. 

Mr. McFauu. The water table is dropping sufficiently so that the 
pumps will not be able to supply the needs unless they get a supple- 
— water supply. That is the problem up and down the whole 
valley. 

Mr. Scuwencer. Do you feel there was any justification at all in 
the previous Truman administration for their recommendation say- 
ing that it ought to be a project constructed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Sisk. Let me say this to the gentleman from Iowa: It is my 
understanding, and I believe I am correct, and the records will prove 
it, that it was Mr. Truman’s recommendation that prior to the con- 
struction of these projects and a lot of others up and down there, 
that a valleywide plan be developed. At no time do I understand that 
Mr. Truman or anyone else specifically say that these projects or any 
other projects shall be built by the Bureau of Reclamation or shall 
not be built by the Bureau of Reclamation. However, it was their 
recommendation that at that time, before these projects should be 
constructed, that a valleywide development program and plan be 
worked out; and, that has been aie out, I might say to the 
gentleman from Iowa, in the California water plan. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Do we have that available in our records? 

Mr. Sisk. I would be most happy to put it into the record. We have 
three members of your committee from California who are just as 
familiar as I am with the California water plan. It is certainly avail- 
able and I would be glad to make it available to the committee. 

Mr. Wrieut. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Davis. Go ahead, Mr. Wright. 

Mr. Wricur. I should like to congratulate the gentleman on a very 
concise and very forceful statement. I am impressed with the need 
for this project. I think the results of the 1955 floods show that. It 
is not a matter of conjecture, but it is a matter of demonstrable fact 
that they are needed. 

I should like to say I sympathize with Mr. Baldwin’s suggestion 
about this timelag which has conditionally applied between the orig- 
inal authorization and the final completion. I, Mr. Edmondson and 
Mr. Byrne just got back from a trip where we saw a lot of damage that 
could be prevented by speedier completion of a lot of these projects, 
some of which have been authorized, and some of which have not been. 
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The damages that would have been prevented if they had been con- 
structed would have exceeded the costs of those projects. If another 
flood should come up there I think I would share the responsibility for 
not having done what I could. 

Mr. Sisk. I appreciate the statement of the gentleman. I did not 
go into detail to make a justification for the project. I have a stack 
of material over here with pictures with reference to the need for flood 
control and the damages that can be done. Those were all put in the 
record last year, and in behalf of saving time I did not go into such 
detail this time, but simply tried to present what I know to be facts 
in this case with reference to the recent history and as to the reasons 
why we have not been able to get this Bureau of the Budget approval. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Sisk nade a very splendid presentation last year 
and he has come back and repeated that fine presentation. 

I think we have spent enough time on this project. Thank you, 
Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the time. 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 


SaurneE River, Int. 


Mr. Davis. Congressman Gray. The Saline River. This is one 
of those projects, gentlemen, that the Bureau of the Budget insisted 
that the people make a cash contribution beyond that which Mr. 
Gray represents as being within the capabilities of the people in 
his district to meet. 

Mr. McGrecor. It is true, Mr. Chairman, that the Army engineers 
also recommended it according to my notes. 

Mr. Davis. There is no objection to the report of the Chief of 
Engineers. 

With reference to this item in the bill, the Bureau of the Budget 
commented that local interests should share in the costs as recom- 
mended by the Chief of Engineers. 

The Chief of Engineers recommended that the local interests con- 
tribute 15 percent of the cost of construction to be performed by the 
United States; provide without cost to the United States all lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction of the project; 
replace highway bridges and make required utility alterations; hold 
and save the United States free from damages due to the construction 
works; and maintain the works after completion. The cash contribu- 
tion is currently estimated at $930,000. Item (b) in the bill is the same 
except the cash contribution is reduced to 25 percent of the amount rec- 
ommended by the Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Gray, what comment do you have this year? You made an ex- 
haustive statement last year. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, could I get one figure straight ? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Becker. 

Mr. Brecker. The Army engineers and the Bureau of the Budget 
recommend a local contribution of 15 percent. Is that correct? 
$5,970,000 is the total, and they recommend 15 percent of that? 

Mr. Davis. That is correct; $5,970,000 is the total which would 
make it $930,000. That would be the local contribution. 

Mr. Gray ? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. KENNETH J. GRAY, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Gray. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ' 

Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement, but I will be 
very brief about this. First of all, I would like to preface my remarks 
by saying I do not expect any special consideration at all by this 
committee because I happen to be a member thereof. 

I would like to say briefly there are three things I would like you 
to consider. One is the need. I have passed around a newspaper 
published in Saline County. In May of this year, last month, it shows 
some of the flood damage that occurred. You can see for yourself of 
the urgent need. , 

The second thing I would like you to consider is the ability to pay. 
Very briefly, as you well know, the Army engineers and the Bureau of 
the Budget recommended a cash local contribution of almost $1 mil- 
lion. Mr. Chairman, this proposition was put to the voters of Saline 
County in two referendums and was overwhelmingly defeated be- 
cause they felt they could not afford to put up the amount required 
in local contribution. 

I have also passed around a newspaper clipping of this week where 
another mine in Saline County closed, throwing another 175 miners 
out of work. We have lost better than 20 percent of our population 
since the 1950 census. At the present time we have in the congressional 
district I represent 56,000 people receiving Government surplus food. 
It does not behoove anyone to come before this committee and try to 
run down their particular congressional district. I am proud of 
my congressional district, and proud of its people, but we are faced 
with an economic crisis. We have had to consolidate many of our 
school districts and close a lot of rural schools because we do not 
have the tax revenues to support some of our local schools. I think 
it is very clear if we do not have the necessary funds to support some 
schools it would be an impossibility to raise a local contribution such 
as this required for a flood-control project. 

This is a parallel case with the Abernethy project down in Missis- 
sippi. It is a matter of allowing these people some flood-control pro- 
tection to alleviate the heavy damage done each year by floods by Saudi 
ering the local contribution, or allowing them to go ahead and suffer 
as they have in the past. That isthe alternative. 

I would like for the committee to consider one other thing. The 
Bureau of the Budget and the Army engineers say that they have 
figured this project not on the basis of ability to pay, but on a per- 
centage basis. In other words, they do not consider the fact that we 
have lost 20 percent of our population. They say there will be a land- 
enhancement value of about $1 million on a $6 million project. There- 
fore they say that the local people should put up that amount. They 
admitted, both the Bureau of the Budget and the Army engineers, 
in conversation with me last year, that they knew that this had been 
forced to a referendum and had been overwhelmingly defeated because 
the people knew they could not raise the money. They knew the 
ability to pay was not there. However, the engineers say they used a 
certain criterion regardless and irrespective of the ability of the local 
community to pay. 
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That is where we feel it is not justified and we absolutely cannot 
raise the approximate cash contribution of $1 million. 

For the Tanaih of those who were not on the committee last year, 
I offered an amendment to delete the cash contribution of almost $1 
million, which would still demand us to raise for rights-of-way, ease- 
ments, bridge repairs, and other things. As a compromise, the gentle- 
man from Florida introduced a substitute amendment requiring 25 
percent of the local cash contribution, and the other cost for road work 
and other things. We believe it will be a hard job to raise the $233,000 
cash contribution plus the other expenses. 

I am not pleading for mercy because I happen to be a member of 
this fine committee or because we want any special consideration, but 
the hard facts of the matter remain that it has been put to a referendum 
by the people and they feel it would be an impossibility to raise the 
funds on which to make a local cash contribution. Therefore I say it 
it is a matter of considering the need and helping those people who 
cannot help themselves. 

You will notice a paper here from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, which 
is an unbiased report showing the true economic conditions of that 
area where we have lost approximately 25 percent of our population 
since 1950. 

Mr. Chairman, I will close by merely stating that the people in this 
area need this flood-control work; they need it badly. However, 
like a lot of other people who need things they cannot afford to come 
up with the project in accordance with the recommendations of the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Army engineers. As I say, both the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Army engineers said they knew the con- 
ditions that existed and knew the people were not able to pay, but they 
used a certain percentage and could not deviate from their formula. 

That is our situation, and I am willing to leave to the wisdom of this 
committee whether or not they want to help out some good people 
who cannot help themselves, or whether we will have to stick to a cer- 
tain criterion set down by some governmental agency. 

In essence, these are the true facts of the case. 

Mr. Davis. A fine statement. 

Mr. Gray. One other thing if I may, Mr. Chairman. In 1955, in 
December, I called a mass meeting in my district. We had about 5,000 
people in attendance and I asked every governmental agency from 
the President all the way down to send a representative. We had over 
100 governmental-agency representatives at this hearing. The Saline 
River was one of the projects which they said would help the area. 
The President sent down a personal representative from the Depart- 
ment of Commerce on area redevelopment, and they pledged at that 
time for the President to do everything they could to help this district. 

I merely state that because on the one hand the President says, “We 
see your need and we want to help you,” but on the other hand the 
Bureau of the Budget says, “No. We use a 15-percent criterion and 
cannot help you because that is it and it does not make any difference 
what your economic situation is.” 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. McGregor. You are using the term “the Bureau of the Budget” 
all the time. 

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. McGrecor. Do not the Army engineers go along with the 
recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget on a large percentage 
of the projects? 

Mr. Gray. There is no question about it. The Army engineers 
use a formula put out by the Bureau of the Budget in coming up 
here with their recommendations. 

Mr. McGrecor. I wonder if you have accurate information on 
that. We want to be fair but some of us are getting a little weary 
here about using the term “the Bureau of the Budget” all the time. 
You said you had 144 different Federal representatives at the meet- 
ing. That probably cost the taxpayers $25,000 to $30,000, so you 
are getting along in pretty good shape. No wonder our taxes are 
high. 

Mr. Gray. But we have not received any public benefits from the 
administration and this will be one step toward getting it. 

I asked the engineers, “Do you consider the ability to pay in de- 
termining these projects?” and they said, “We cannot because the 
Bureau of the Budget has given us a certain percentage to use in figur- 
ing local contribution. It is 15 percent, and we have to use a 15 per- 
cent formula on your project the same as we would on any other.” 

So I say to you, the Bureau of the Budget and the Army engineers 
are working hand in glove in determining the amount of money to 
charge for local contribution. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do I understand you to say the engineers said 15 
percent was their basis of procedure in estimating the benefits and 
costs and the participation of local communities? 

Mr. Gray. They said the Bureau of the Budget had given them the 
amount of percentage to determine it. 

Mr. McGrecor. I want this straight because I am going to take ex- 
ception to it. Back in Ohio we are paying 50 percent. If I under- 
stand you correctly you say the engineers said that the Bureau of 
the Budget established a 15 percent formula. Is that correct? 

Mr. Gray. Inthiscase. That is right. 

Mr. McGrecor. On this project ? 

Mr. Gray. On this project. In other words, they had to go to them 
on the matter and the Bureau of the Budget said, “You use a 15 
percent formula on local contribution.” 

Mr. Becker. Just on this project? 

Mr. Gray. Yes. I may not have made it clear. 

Mr. Becker. That is the point I wanted to get clear, because we 
have approved many projects here with all kinds of contributions, 
from none up to 50 percent or more. So they feel the 15 percent local 
contribution justifies this project. 

Mr. Gray. That is right. What I was trying to say was that the 
Bureau of the Budget told them what percentage to use. I may not 
have made myself clear. 

Mr. Mack. May I ask General Person a question. Does the Bureau 
of the Budget specify to the Army engineers the percentage of land 
enhancement it must charge, or do the Army engineers figure it out 
on the basis of the directive of the Bureau of the Budget ? 


General Person. The latter is correct. In this particular case, under 
circular A-47, we require a cash contribution of 50 percent of the cost 
allocated to the land enhancement feature of the project. In this case 
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that 50 percent happened to figure out at 15 percent of the total cost 
of the project. 

Mr. McGrecor. Does the Bureau of the Budget tell the Army engi- 
neers 15 percent will be applicable to this project, or were the Army 
engineers in on determining that percentage. 

eneral Person. Our initial recommendation was in accordance 
with the provisions of circular A-47 under which we charge the local 
interests 50 percent of the cost allocated to the land enhancement por- 
tion of the project. In this case it just happened to be 15 percent. It 
might have been 30 percent, or it might have been 5 percent; but it was 
our initia] recommendation, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. The Bureau of the Budget did not dictate the 15 
percent ? 

General Person. They did not dictate the amount we recommended 
as our original amount. 

Mr. Epmonpson. They did dictate the circular on which you figured 
it. 

General Person. The circular provides for the land enhancement 
contribution, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Let us get the direct question to General Person to get 
back on the track. This is a project justified under the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, the section commonly referred to as the drainage section. 
Is that correct ? 

General Person. This is not authorized, sir. 

Mr. Jones. I say this was a project justified under the drainage 
section. 

General Person. I believe so. 

Mr. Jones. The drainage section of the 1944 act provides there must 
be some local contribution, does it not ? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. So all that the Corps of Engineers is doing in making 
its presentation of a justification of the project on the basis of the local 
costs is what you are directed to do by the law itself. 

General Person. I believe you are right, sir. 

Mr. Jones. So the amount of local assessment that will be imposed 
on this project or any other project is a matter to be determined Po 
centagewise by you with the concurrence of the Bureau of the Budget 
Is that correct? 

General Person. That is correct. 

Mr. Jones. I understand, but that is the situation we find ourselves 
in on this project. Every agency participated in this project like 
they did in all of the rest of the projects here, and the question to be 
decided by the committee with respect to this project is how much local 
participation this committee thinks is justifiable under the 1944 Flood 
Control Act’s drainage section. 

General Person. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. Will the gentleman yield? I am glad to get that 
cleared up and I want to ask one further question because I know of 
two projects in my own district that I have a personal interest in. In 
one of these projects we put up 40 percent and in another we put up 
24 percent. We never disputed the Army enginers in their findings 
of fact and in their figures justifying the project. Is it not a matter 
of form for you to prepare a report on these projects and present your 
findings to the Bureau of the Budget for their review and report? 
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The Bureau of the Budget would have no way except from your re- 
port to determine whether the local participation should be 25 per- 
cent or 35 percent. Is that right? 

General Person. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. They are based on your findings? And you felt it 
was a proper amount and you treat everybody alike in making that 
determination. The Bureau of the Budget simply puts a stamp of 
approval on your recommendation. 

eneral Person. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. They do not approve all of your recommendations by 
2. long shot. 

Mr. Scupper. The Bureau of the Budget approval is based on your 
recommendation. 

Mr. Davis. That is the point. They do not. 

Mr. Jones. That is the point we made at the time we started out 
on these hearings. 

Mr. Scupper. Do you mean to say the Army enginers went to the 
Bureau of the Budget and said “Here is a figure we arrived at as a 
reasonable contribution by the local interests and they turn down your 
recommendation ? 

General Person. On occasion. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. On occasion. 

General Person. And there are several of these cases. 

Mr. Davis. We have gone over that for a long time. We get tired 
of going over that so many times. We have had any number of 
projects where the Bureau of the Budget did not agree with the recom- 
mendations of the Corps of Engineers and said, “You have to put 
it up.” 

Mr. Jongs. We had one yesterday where Mr. Schwengel partici- 
pated with Mr. Cunningham, as an example. 

Mr. Scuwence.. That is right. I think the gentleman from Ala- 
bama has made a very good point, that is, we should be the judge in 
this matter. Having that in mind I think we ought to have some 
more information from you, Mr. Gray. I want to say I think you 
have made a very fine statement and I am very sympathetic to your 
problem there, but having in mind what the gentleman from Alabama 
said, can you tell us how many people are involved in this Saline 
County project? Can you tell us what the population of that area is? 

Mr. Gray. I would have to estimate it. I would say approximate- 
ly 35,000 people in the area and, as you will notice on the project re- 
port, the Army engineers have the local contribution estimated for 
land enhancement value, but that is the catch. In the rural areas 
where it will benefit them by land enhancement these people are 
sparsely settled. They have small farms and some of it is not even 
productive. 

They are not considering this land as they would some good tillable 
land which would actually have its value enhanced to a great degree 
if you alleviate the flood-control damage. 

There are approximately 35,000 people in this area, but the city of 
Harrisburg with about 10,000 population will not be affected much. 
It will alleviate the damage in this farming area which is very sparsely 
populated. 

Mr, Scuwencev. One further question. You say the people can- 
not finance their own schools, Mr. Gray. 
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Mr. Gray. That is right. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Do you know how many mills they are taxing 
themselves? I know people who say they cannot finance schools but 
they do not do it because they do not believe in it. 

Mr. Gray. No. We have had to consolidate to get schools for the 
children because we do not have the revenue. 

Mr. Scuwencet. What amount do they assess themselves for in 
order to support the schools ? 

Mr. Gray. I do not know, but I do know the financial conditions 
these schools are in and it is not because they are not assessing enough 
mills. In many cases the schools floated the maximum limit on bond 
issues and that is why the individual school district could not go out 
and raise their taxes. It is due to the fact that they went their limit, 
and in order to hire teachers and pay them they must consolidate and 
bring everyone into schools in town and close down the rural schools. 

Mr. Scuwence.. They have had to do it all over the State of Iowa, 
and it is a good trend in the schools, Can you tell us the property 
valuation of the area ? 

Mr. Gray. I can get it for the committee. As I say, the area to be 
benefited is very sparsely populated. It is mostly rural farms and you 
can call the Agriculture Department or anyone else and they will 
tell you the land in southern Illinois is not as productive as some 
areas. 

Mr. ScHwENGEL. How many acres are actually involved ? 

Mr. Gray. Of course, you consider this as deepening the channel) in 
part of the two counties. As to the acres I would actually have to guess 
at it but I would say in excess of 4,000 on each fork. The watershed 
does not take in all of this area. There is a dike that has already been 
put in several years ago so this city with its large population is not 
affected by this project because there have been previous public works 
projects put in as you can see here, back years ago. 

So actually it is the farms, amounting to approximately 8,000 acres, 
up and down the Saline River itself which are inundated when we get 
overflow. It does not affect the larger towns as much as the farms. 

Mr. ScuweEnce-. If there are only 8,000 acres involved I can see why 
we may have to turn this down. There must be a lot more land that 
will be benefited. 

Mr. Gray. I am talking about the farms actually on the banks 
of the river. These pictures were taken 3 weeks ago in the area. ; As 
you can see if you have a large flood it would cover a lot more. I am 
giving you an estimate of the acreage up and down the river. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I think we ought to have figures on the total 
amount of land that will be benefited. 

Mr. Gray. I can get that for you but I am talking about the imme- 
diate vicinity of the stream itself. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to allow him to 
get some more figures from the area in cooperation with the Army 
engineers. Let us get all of the facts on these things and having those 
facts we will pass judgment on this project. I think you may have a 
case but I do not think we have all of the facts on which we can pass 
judgment yet. 

Mr. Gray. I will be glad to supply whatever you want. You want 
the amount of acreage involved in the entire Saline River Basin? 
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Mr. ScuwenceL. Yes, I think we ought to know something about 
the valuation of all the land that will be benefited and we will have 
to participate in the assessment to satisfy our own minds that there 
is inability to pay here. 

Mr. Gray. I think you can see the inability to pay from the un- 
biased newspaper report I have here. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I can present an awfully good case for Muscatine, 
and there was 40 percent participation there. 

Mr. Gray. The Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development 
Branch and the Department of Commerce’s Area Redevelopment 
agency and the Labor Department can supply you with the statistics 
and show you my area has approximately 20 percent of the employ- 
able force unemployed. That is people who went in and said they 
wanted a job. That does not consider the exodus of 35,000 people 
that left the area because job opportunities are not there. 

So if you consider those people who would like to come back to 
their homes to work, you would have a lot more. 

Mr. ScuweEncet. Those people had jobs in the mines. Is there any 
relationship between the * ae ara keeping the mines closed or is 
it that the mines are running out? 

Mr, Gray. Some mines are closing. But what I am getting at is 
ability to pay. Commonsense will tell you if you have an evaluation 
of a certain amount and 20 percent of the population leaves, you have 
to throw the balance on the remaining 80 percent, which means taxes 
go up. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. I agreee with you, but what are the facts. What is 
the property valuation and what is the tax paid with respect to some 
of these things you cannot keep up. That would justify your position. 
That is all I want to do. 

Mr. Gray. After being on the committee for 3 years this is the first 
time I ever heard anyone ask for valuation and taxes. 

Mr. Scuwencen. Oh, those figures are available on many projects. 

Mr. Gray. The property valuation and the taxes and how much the 
local people pay? I will be glad to get it for you, but I do not recall 
anybody else furnishing it. 

Mr. Smiru. Which one were they made available on? Was it made 
available on the case yesterday in Lowa ¢ 

Mr. Scuwencew. No, but we can certainly get them. 

Mr. Smiru. I think we ought not to consider either one. 

Mr. Byrne. May I ask a question of Mr. Gray. You speak of the 
mining area. Isthat strip mining country ? 

Mr. Gray. Both shaft and strip. 

Mr. Byrne. What percentage is strip mining? 

Mr. Gray. About 30 percent in my district. The shaft mines are 
very old. We have a lot of coal deposits in southern Illinois but it is 
not all in this area. 

Mr. Byrne. Where you have a strip mining industry that ordinarily 
makes it poor land for farming uses. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Gray. It ruins it. 

Mr. Byrne. In other words, after a strip mine condition develops 
the land is ruined for farming purposes. 

Mr. Gray. There is no question about it. In fact there is a bill 
pending in the Illinois Legislature to try to control it and make the 
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mining companies that own the land clear it up and make it produc- 
tive, but it has not passed the legislature yet. 

Mr. Byrne. The strip-mining area covers approximately how many 
acres, if you know ? ; 

Mr. Gray. I can get those figures but it is a considerable amount. 

Mr. Byrne. Does it run into 1,000 or 2,000? 

Mr. Gray. More than that. 

Mr. McGreeor. Did you say about a third. 

Mr. Gray. About 30 percent of our mining is strip in southern 
Illinois. 

Mr. Byrne. That kind of country cannot be used for farming, for 
grazing, or for anything. 

Mr. Gray. The coal company owns it and they won’t lease it for 
farming. Some of those mounds that they leave are 50 feet high. 

Mr. Byrne. Even the squirrels and rabbits do not have any interest 
in it. 

Mr. Gray. I would be the last person to run the area down. I am 
not trying to do that, but we have to face the facts and I point out we 
do have a very, very serious problem economically in southern Illinois. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield? You said about a third 
of that area is in strip mining. Certainly the owners and farmers of 
that area would not come in the category of those not being able to 
pay 15 or 20 percent assessment on it, would they ? 

Mr. Gray. Mr. McGregor, I think you misunderstood me. I said a 
third of the mining operations of southern Illinois are strip mining. 
Our large coal deposits are right down here. But in Franklin County, 
my home county, is where we have the largest bituminous mine in the 
world. 

You misunderstood me. There was some operation here—I do not 
have the percentage, but 30 percent of our mining operation in southern 
Illinois is strip mining. My district comprises 15 counties, but this is 
only parts of two counties. So there would be a very small amount 
of strip miming in this area, and most we do have is located on the 
one branch of the Saline River. Naturally those mining companies 
would be able to pay their proportionate share but it is the small 
farmers up and down this entire area that do not have the ability 
to pay. 

These people will not be benefited here at all because they already 
have a dike put up, but they are willing to go along with it. The 
funny part of it is that these people voted more overwhelmingly to 
approve this project several years ago than the farmers who were 
going to benefit, for the simple reason their ability to pay was greater. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is there any coal mine in that area ? 

Mr. Gray. Mostly in here, Mr. McGregor. Southern Illinois, after 
the glaciers left many years ago, was left some rugged land and it is 
not all tillable and not all good farming land. You have to get inte 
northern and central Illinois to get into better farming. This is quite 
rocky here. We have fluorspar mines in Hardin County. We have 
60 percent of all the domestic fluorspar produced in Hardin County. 

Another thing is we are bounded on both sides by the Ohio and 
Mississippi Rivers. The Ohio comes down here and at the confluence 
they meet here at Cairo. So, with all of these rivers running the 
length and breadth of southern Illinois our chances of flood damage 
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are great because of backwater coming up the streams. The Saline 
empties into the Ohio and when the Ohio gets high it backs up over- 
flowing our land. 

Mr. McGrecor. In Ohio many farmers who have either deep mine or 
strip-mine coal have a greater annual income than the fellow who 
cultivates his soil, because they get 10, 15, or 20 cents a ton royalty out 
of the coal, and that is more than any farmer can make out of cultivat- 
ing the surface. 

Mr. Gray. Knowing the gentleman and how wise he is I am sure 
all of the farmers in your area followed suit along with you, but in 
our area the coal companies came along and bought up all of the 
mineral rights on the land from the farmers, so the farmers do not 
own the mineral rights and do not get any royalties from the coal. 

In fact even where the farmer still owns the top soil he does not own 
the mineral rights. 

The coal companies were shrewd many years ago when they came 
in and bought up the mineral rights to the land in southern Illinois. 

Mr. Scupper. I was looking at your figures. You said there are 
35,000 people in the area and it works out that about $25 per capita 
would meet the engineers’ requirements. If your people had elected 
to support a bond election as we had to do in my area the mining 
concerns would be paying a big part of the cost. Have you thought 
about a bond election to meet the requirements of the Army engineers? 

Mr. Gray. That is what the referendum was for. 

Mr. Scupper. That would leave the poor people, who you say have 
nothing, with little to pay. 

Mr. Gray. That is what we had. We had a referendum to decide 
whether or not we would set up a governing body to handle such 
matters. I sent a slip around to show that one of the largest coal 
mines in this county just closed a month ago, so we do not have all 
of these mines any more. Some of those mines that were operating 
have now been abandoned. There are a few strip mines here but 
the large mines are all over on the other side of my district. 

My district is 100 miles long and 170 miles wide. So naturally 
the people who have more of an ability to pay are not interested in 
the Saline River project but only the people in those counties involved 
are interested in it. 

I do not want to delay you any longer but I will be glad to answer 
any further questions you have. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I want to make the observation that I am not 
lacking in sympathy with this gentleman’s project but he made a 
point here that he cannot pay this amount and I think he ought to 
have the facts to show that the Bureau of the Budget is not always 
right. We cannot or should not pass on this until we have the facts. 

Mr. Jonrs. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make this observation. 
We have dealt with the matter of ascertaining local ability to pay 
in several bills that were passed out of this committee and which were 
ineluded in the omnibus bill. You recall I had a project in my dis- 
trict the total cost of which was $2,600,000. I felt that the people in 
the area where the project is located could not participate in paying 
$92 million of the cost and we reduced it to where the local interests 
would pay $1,600,000 of the $2,600,000. 
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Now we had a similar project come in from another area of Ala- 
bama where those people I am quite sure are not as capable of pay- 
ing their local share of the cost as the people in my district, I do 
not know of any better judge, or anybody who is better qualified 
to report to this committee on the ability of the local people to pay 
than their own representative. It seems to me we should defer that 
question to his fine recommendation because I am quite sure every 
Member in advocating his project will tell the committee the economic 
conditions that exist in his area and report to the committee on what 
the local people can do. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I want to say with respect to the district of the 
gentleman from southern Illinois that this is certainly not the first 
evidence he has presented to a group of Members of the House on the 
desperate economic straits of that area. We have been hearing from 
Congressman Gray for several years of the desperate economic condi- 
tions in that area, with a large number of unemployed and thousands 
of people on food relief. He has a food relief district. The volume 
of people on food relief is as large as it is in many of the States. That 
one district has as many as many of the States have. 

This is not new material which is brought up on this project, but it 
is something he has brought up on the floor of the House for many 
months. So it is not new material. 

I share the feeling of the gentleman from Alabama that a Member 
who has that evidence and who presents it, as Mr. Gray has done, 
showing the desperate economic conditions in his district, ought to be 
given a great deal of weight by this committee in making a determina- 
tion as to what the ability of the people is to pay for these projects. 

Mr. Gray. I thank the gentleman for his contribution. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear here and give my testimony. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, the Chair would like to insert in the 
record in connection with the Gila River Basin, a statement by Rep- 
resentative Udall, of Arizona. Without objection it will be received. 

(The statement of Mr. Udall will be found on p. 351.) 

Mr. Davis. Mr. McGovern, the Chair made a serious mistake earlier. 
I thought we had disposed of the matters you were interested in yester- 
day and I have held you here for some time now. We just cannot 
start on you. Senator Case filed a statement on yesterday and I 
became confused about this Williston matter. You have a school- 
house project, do you not? 

Mr. McGovern. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. And what other items? 

Mr. McGovern. Mr. Chairman, we have several items pertaining to 
sewer systems that have been made necessary by the construction of 
the dam project on the Missouri River. 

Mr. Davis. That is at page 35 of the bill. 

Mr. McGovern. Beginning at the bottom of page 34 and continuing 


on through page 37. I might say I did file a statement yesterday also, 
Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Wricut. Mr. Chairman, may I say something in behalf of Mr. 
McGovern. I know he was planning to be here yesterday and yet I 
know of my own knowledge he was necessarily detained in his own 
subcommittee because they were hearing one of my bills. So I feel a 
certain sense of responsibility to report to you that he was trying to 
get over here, but in deference to his own committee he represented me, 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. McGovern. I would like to say I had a member of my staff here 
yesterday. Senator Case was scheduled to speak ahead of me and 
these items were introduced by Senator Case before my period in the 
Congress. I instructed my staff member to call me when the Senator 
was put on the stand so I could get here in time. That explains why 
I was not here. The Senator was unable to be here for some reason 
or other and we just had a mixup in our schedules. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you. Will it be convenient for you to come back 
tomorrow ? 

Mr. McGovern. I will make it convenient. 

Mr. Davis. Fine. Thank you. I ask that because we have only 7 
minutes remaining. I am awfully sorry that we held you here up to 
now. 

We will adjourn now till tomorrow morning at 10 a. m. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m. the committee recessed until 10 a. m. 


the following day, Wednesday, June 12, 1957.) 
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House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met pursuant to adjournment at 10 a. m., in room 
1304, New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis presiding. 
Mr. Davis. The committee will be in order. 
Major Garrett will be our first witness. 





STATEMENT OF MAJ. FELIX R. GARRETT, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGI- 
NEERS (Resumed) ; ACCOMPANIED BY MILTON A. PEARL, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 






Mr. Davis. Major, there are two items here which were inserted in 
Senate bill. Perhaps they were in the House bill as it left this body 
last year. They involve a question of compensation for a sewage 
plant, as I recall, and a schoolhouse. 

Let’s start first with the St. Joseph’s Indian School. Wherein is the 
difference? There was $35,000 in the last bill. The Army recom- 
mended nothing by way of contribution. The Budget Bureau did not 
agree with any payment. 

Has the Army changed its position since that time ? 

Major Garrett. No, sir, it has not. We feel there is no basis at- 
tributed to the operation of a reservoir for the payment provided here 
in the bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do I understand you to say the towns designated in 
this bill are not in the reservoir area / 

Major Garretr. No, sir. St. Joseph’s Indian School is located at 
the town of Chamberlain. They presently discharge their sewage out 
of four outlets into the Missouri. The elevation of these outlets, how- 
ever, is at a higher elevation than the maximum operating pool of the 
reservoir. Therefore, we feel that there is no basis attributable to the 
operation of the reservoir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then there will not be damage in the reservoir area 
during flood period ? 

Major Garrett. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. Now No. 2 is at Fort Pierre, S. Dak., sewer facilities not 
exceeding $120,000 and water facilities not exceeding $25,000. 

What were the recommendations of the Army engineers in that 
regard ? 

Major Garrett. We also recommended against the payments pro- 
vided in the bill there. 

Mr. Davis. For what reason ? 
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Major Garrett. The cities of Pierre and Fort Pierre, S. Dak., are 
located approximately 60 miles above the Fort Randall Reservoir and 
about 8 miles below the Oahe Reservoir. Therefore, there is no pos- 
sibility of physical damage to the operation and, therefore, we are op- 
posed to this section of the bill. 

Mr. Becker. Would the major know what reasons they have or what 
argument they have to promote these items if there are no reasonable 
grounds ? 

Major Garretr. The State department of health is requiring the 
city of Pierre and Fort Pierre to treat their sewage instead of dumping 
raw sewage into the Missouri River. They point out that since the 
reservoirs have been constructed there will be an increased use of the 
river for recreation and, therefore, they feel that the city should treat 
its sewage prior to the time it is dumped into the river. 

Mr. Jones. Will the gentleman yield for a question ? 

Mr. Becker. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. What is the size of the community affected by this sew- 
age-disposal plant ? 
¥ “Major Garrett. The city of Pierre is about 5,000 population, I be- 

leve 

Mr. Jones. It would qualify under Public Law 660 of the 84th Con- 
gress? That is, the pollution legislation that we enacted during the 
last session. 

Major Garrett. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have any comment from the Public Health Ser- 
vice as to whether or not it would qualify and receive 30 percent of 
Federal funds for the construction or reconstruction upon certifica- 
tion of the State department of health of the State? 

Major Garrett. No, sir, I donot. 

Mr. Jones. Why is not that a matter of record, Major? That isa 
publiclaw. That seems to me to be very pertinent to the consideration 
of the proposition. 

Major ean rr. I can make an effort to get that information, sir, 
and supply it for the record. 

Mr. Becxer. The gentleman asked me to yield. Would you tell me 
this as a matter of information? What connection would that have 
with their request for funds? 

Mr. Jonrs. The reason isthis. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Becker. From the standpoint of the Army engineers on build- 
ing a reservoir in an area, what justification do these people have for 
asking the $120,000 and $25,000 for any damaging effects? Appar- 
ently there is none from what the major says. 

Major Garrett. No physical damage. 

Mr. Becker. Here they are not justified, is that correct ? 

Major Garrett. T here i is no physical damage, sir, attributable to the 
operation of the reservoir. 

Mr. Jones. I do not know about that. I wondered why they did 
not follow the normal procedure because I will say this. As far as I 
know, this committee has taken up for the first time consideration of 
the evaluation of the property condemned or the question of eminent 
domain. If we are going into every evaluation of every piece of prop- 
erty in every reservoir, then there will be no end. 
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Mr. Becker. I am not disagree:ng with you. 

Mr. Davis. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Jones. I raised one question with the major about that infor- 
mation being made part of the record. I think I am in error in making 
that suggestion, since it has come to light that they are not having to 
replace this plant. I think that makes a difference. I can under- 
stand why the corps did not include that information in its report. 

Major Garrerr. We do not administer that public law, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Is the position of the Budget the same as the position 
of the Army engineers ? 

Major Garrett. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Are you opposed to that portion of the bill from line 19 
on page 35 to line 23 on page 36, all of the items included ? 

Major Garrerr. I would like to have Mr. Pearl of our Real Estate 
Division present our position regarding the Chamberlain water supply 
and the payment of $10,000 for the Eagle Butte Independent School. 
We are in opposition to the first two items involving the sewage-treat- 
ment plant and also to No. 4, which involves payment for the Cham- 
berlain water supply. 

Mr. Batpwin. You say the first two. You missed one. 

Major Garretr. We feel that under a public law recently enacted 
that we have authority to pay the $10,000 to the Eagle Butte School. 

Mr. Mack. Without its being included in the bill ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Is this the same discussion we had last year ? 

Major Garrett. No, I believe that was the Pollock School. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do I understand you to say under existing basic 
law you have authority to reimburse this school district for $10,000 
without having it in this legislation ? 

Mr. Peart. Mr. McGregor, the act passed last year to authorize pay- 
ment to the Pollock School District carried another section in that 
law, which was the act of August 6, 1956, Public Law 987 of the 84th 
Congress. 

The first section of that act authorizes the Secretary of the Army 
to pay any bona fide lessee or permittee owning improvements situ- 
ated on Indian tribal land the fair value of improvements rendered 
useless by the project. 

The problem was that we could not pay anyone who did not have 
what is called a compensable interest in the land. So this section was 
put in to take care of a number of permittees and lessees who had revo- 
cable interests. 

Mr. McGrecor. It is confined to Indian land ? 

Mr. Peart. It is confined to railroad right-of-way or Indian tribal 
lands. The particular section of this bill before you now concerned 
with the Eagle Butte Independent School District involves a building 
constructed on Indian tribal land under one of these revocable rights 
and we will be able to take care of this school district and reimburse 
it for the fair value of the school building under this enactment of 
the 84th Congress. So that this provision in S. 497 is not necessary. 

Mr. McGrecor. It may not be necessary, but if we put it in here, 
it would be mandatory that you pay it. If we leave it out, it is optional. 
If you want to, you will, and if you do not want to, you will not; is 
that correct ? 
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Mr. Peart. No, sir, I don’t think so because Public Law 987 of the 
84th Congress authorizes and directs the Secretary of the Army to pay. 

Mr. McGrecor. I did not know you said “and directs.” 

Mr. Mack. Was this section of the bill we are now discussing in- 
cluded in the bill vetoed by the President last year ? 

Major Garrett. I believe it was. 

Mr. Mack. Was it one of the reasons for the veto? 

Mr. Peraru. If I may interject there, these two items I have been 
talking about here, the Chamberlain Water Co. reimbursement and 
the Eagle Butte Independent School District, were not included. 

Mr. Mack. These were not in the bill last year ? 

Mr. Prarv. They were not in the bill at all last year. They were 
written in this year. 

Mr. Bautpwin. I just wanted to get this clear. Inasmuch as you say 
this last item is reimbursable under another law, do I understand cor- 
rectly as far as the Corps of Engineers is concerned you are opposed 
to the other items in the section and on this item you feel it is un- 
necessary to be in this bill ? 

Major Garrett. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Davis. It looks like this committee will become claim agent to 
settle these matters. 

You see this item No. 3, city of Pierre, in the sum of $210,000 cover- 
ing sewer facilities, that was added this year, was not in the bill last 
year, but it was an after thought added this year. 

Now we get down to Elm River on page 36. That was put in by the 
Senate last year. This was a project for enlargement and improve- 
ment of existing dam and reservoir on the Elm River, a tributary of 
the James River, S. Dak., for better utilization of the site capacity. 
The bill says that it is hereby authorized, substantially in accordance 
with the report of the Chief of Engineers dated December 21, 1956, 
at an estimated cost of $1,750,000, provided that local interests shall 
acquire the necessary lands or easements and agree to maintain the 
project after completion. 

What did the Corps of Engineers recommend in that project, Major? 

Major Garrett. Sir, we have prepared a reconnaissance type report, 
and in that report we considered raising the dam to its maximum prac- 
tical height of 8 additional feet. We considered utilizing the storage 
provided for flood control only, for water supply only, and for water 
supply and flood control. 

We have determined, based on this reconnaissance report, that the 
benefits that would be realized from such modification are substantially 
less than the cost. Therefore, the Chief of Engineers does not recom- 
mend authorization of this improvement at this time. 

Mr. Davis. So the engineers do not favorably recommend this proj- 
ect at this time? 

Major Garrett. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. You said consideration was given to raising the 
dam 8 feet. Why was that done? Was it necessary to impound the 
water falling in that area for protection or for water supply ? 

Major Garrett. Sir, the existing dam is a water supply dam, and 
it is an earthen dam 35 feet in height. The maximum practical height 
that we could raise the dam is 8 feet, the limit being the topography on 
the right bank. 
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Mr. MoGrecor. Is your earthen dam riprapped on either side? 
Would your toe be involved and would you have brought up your 
slopes ! 

Major Garretr. Yes. 

Mr. McGregor. Your slope would be probably 2 to 1 or 3 to 1. 

Major Garretr. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. This $1,750,000 was more or less a figure arrived at from 
reaching in the air. 

Do you care to comment in a general way as to what the engineers 
think that cost would run? 

Major Garrett. Sir, I am not aware of the basis for the figure of 
$1,750,000. We estimate it would cost approximately $3 million to ac- 
complish this improvement. 

Mr. Davis. This was added this year in the Senate. It was not in 
the bill last year. Or rather it was “added last year in the Senate and 
comes back to us. The Corps of Engineers does not recommend it at 
this time. 

Mr. McGovern, we have had a long, established practice of hearing 
from the Senators when they come over because they so seldom come, 
but when they do come it is because they have a particular interest. 
If you do not mind, we will ask Senator Dworshak to take the stand 
and then we will come back to Mr. McGovern right after this presen- 
tation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY C. DWORSHAK, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, I appreciate very much this opportunity to testify briefly on the 
Lruces Eddy authorization contained in the omnibus bill currently 
before your committee. I do not intend to take too much time be- 
cause I understand that ee of the Army engineers have 
discussed this project, and I am sure that as they have done on many 
instances in the past, they have given it clearance as one of the finest 
yrojects which is undeveloped i in the country today. As I recall, the 
benefit- to-cost ratio is 2.14 to 1. As I sit on subcommittees in the 
Senate, particularly the Public Works Subcommittee on Appropria- 
tions, and see some of the projects which have almost as low as 1 to 1, 
then when you consider a project of a little better than 2 to 1, so far 
as the benefit-to-cost ratio is concerned, obviously it is a very merito- 
rious projec t. 

It is multiple aoe with flood-control features, and that prob- 
ably is its most effective and worthwhile aspect. Power will be gener- 
ated as a byproduct both at site and by firming power generation in 
Federal power facilities downstream in the lower Columbia. ‘There 
are also considerable recreation benefits. 

I want to point out that unfortunately we have had a controversy 
over the fish and wildlife aspects. I recognize that when we first 
considered this project—and I think it was in April of 1955, more 
than 2 years ago, when the Army engineers through the then Secre- 
tary of the Army Stevens sent a report to the Congress recommend- 
ing both Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs project, Bruces Eddy on the 
North Fork and P enny Cliffs on the Middle Fork. I said I could see 


no reason for trying to consider two projects simultaneously, and I 
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completely eliminated so far as I personally was concerned consid- 
eration of Penny Cliff because it is in an area which is heavily 
popes by elk and along the stream of which currently is being 
ult the Lewis and Clark Highway. Consequently, recognizing that 
in Idaho with its four principal watersheds we did need flood control 
where the floods actually originate, I gave my wholehearted support 
to Bruces Eddy project. 

There has been a lot of propaganda, misrepresentation. I am not 
going to charge it is deliberate. But I think it stems largely from 
the fact that while members of this committee and members of Con- 
gress generally know the difference between authorization and con- 
struction, that in Idaho at the present time not only in northern 
Idaho in the vicinity of this proposed development but throughout the 
State, there is widespread misunderstanding that the minute there is 
authorization of Bruces Eddy project that on the following day, if 
funds are available, construction of the project will be initiated. 

It is hard to understand how that misunderstanding could exist, but 
actually it isa fact. I was in Idaho during the Easter recess in Boise 
when one of the radio station news analysts or reporters called me 
up and said, “Senator, there is a great deal of misunderstanding.” He 
referred to himself and said, “Personally, I do not know the facts. 
Will you come for an interview for 15 minutes? 

I stressed the difference between authorization and construction. 
When I got through, he said, “That clarifies the whole issue in my 
mind.” 

I see my good friend Senator Neuberger from Oregon here. He re- 
calls, of course, that in 1950 the John Day project on the lower Colum- 
bia was authorized. This is 1957, but there has been no construction 
started on that project. 

I point out, it is not necessary to do so probably because you mem- 
bers of this committee know, but there have been authorizations of 
many hundreds of projects comparable to this one, some probably 
larger and many smaller. 

Mr. Jones. May I ask a question at that point? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. You say there would not be any immediate construction. 
Was there a request made in the budget for the appropriation of 
money for the prosecution of this project 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes, I intend to take that up on the basis of a 
partnership plan. Is that what you refer to? 

Mr. Jones. I do not know. 

Senator Dworsuak. I will discuss that. 

Mr. Jones. What I am talking about is this. Your statement with 
reference to there being no immediate possibility of construction is 
what I had in mind. 

Senator DworsHax. That is true because obviously the Army en- 
gineers will require 2 years, as they testified several times, to make the 
extensive engineering studies and surveys, so that, even if we wanted 
to start construction, it would require a delay of at least 2 years. 

Mr. Jonrs. Then there should be no objection to deferring it until 
those 2 years expire and then take it up; is that right ? 

Senator DworsHax. No. The authorization is necessary. As I 
found out 2 or 3 years ago, I knew it, but it was impressed upon my 
mind at that time, when I was a member of a conference committee 
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of the Public Works Appropriations Committees of the House and 
Senate, and I had $100,000 there to initiate engineering studies. The 
distinguished chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, with 
whom I served several years, Mr. Cannon, looked at me, and he said, 
“Of course, Senator, you know that until a project is authorized you 
cannot get funds with which to make engineering studies.” I said, 
“Yes, I am aware of that.” That $100,000 appropriation went out of 
the bill at that time. 

Mr. McGrecor. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. Further, on your idea relative to an authorization 
and appropriation, the record shows we have several hundred and 
possibly thousands of projects that have been authorized that are on 
the shelf, so to speak, representing the total of between $8 billion and 
$9 billion ; some of them are 25 years old. 

Senator Dworsnak. I appreciate having that very pertinent com- 
ment. While I intended to make the remark later, I might now point 
to the amendment which is in the Bruces Eddy authorization which 
was Offered by me to the Public Works Committee in the Senate. I 
cannot quote verbatim, but it is something like this: Provided that no 
funds may be appropriated for construction of this project until the 
current fish and wildlife studies have been completed and a report 
made thereon to the Congress. 

Mr. Mack. Is there any precedent for an appropriation of that 
kind, an appropriation not be made until something in the future is 
determined by the Appropriations Committee ? 

Senator DworsHax. I would say, Congressman Mack, that, ordi- 
narily, that would be the established procedure, but, in order to elimi- 
nate the uncertainty involved in this and to refute the charges, unjust- 
fied charges, being made that it is my purpose or that of others who 
are urging the authorization of Bruces Eddy that we want to initiate 
construction immediately, I was willing to stipulate in the authoriza- 
tion that no funds might be appropriated for construction until the 
current fish and wildlife studies have been completed. 

Specifically, I think probably that is an innovation, but certainly, 
it is a safeguard to give reassurance to the opponents of this dam that 
no construction can be initiated until these fish and wildlife studies 
have been completed and the Congress has an opportunity to reevalu- 
ate those reports. 

Mr. Mack. Is it not normal procedure that the legislative commit- 
tee, the House Public Works Committee, should pass on whether those 
requirements have been met or have not been met as to the preserva- 
tion of the elk and the fish life ? 

Senator DworsHak. Yes. I am sure this amendment will certainly 
guarantee that nothing can be done until the appropriate legisla- 
tive committees of both House and Senate can study the fish and wild- 
life aspects of this proposed project. 

Mr. Mack. Once this bill is passed, then the control over the wild- 
life aspects of the proposition is out of the hands of the Public Works 
Committee and in the hands of the Appropriations Committees; is that 
right ? 

Senator Dworsnak. I am sure it was not so intended because, to be 
more specific, if the fish and wildlife studies and the report thereon 
are to be appraised or evaluated, certainly, under the normal con- 
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stitutional procedure, I would say that your committee and the Public 
Works Committee in the Senate, which considered the omnibus bill, 
would appropriately make the final determination as to the fish and 
wildlife aspects involved in the project. I think the record should 
show that, conclusively. 

Mr. Mack. That is what I want the record to show. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Mack. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. Might I follow up that point for a minute? The 
comments you have just made, I like very much. However, the word- 
ing in the bill says: 

That no funds shall be appropriated for construction of the project until such 
time as the current studies on fish and wildlife are completed and the report 
thereon submitted to the Congress. 

This does not say at all that, if an unfavorable report is submitted 
on fish and wildlife, there would be any opportunity for the Public 
Works Committee of the House or the Senate to do anything further 
about it. It just says the report has to be filed. It could be favorable 
or unfavorable, but, what you said orally in your testimony, if we 
could incorporate that kind of provision instead of this, it would ac- 
complish the purpose, I think. 

Senator DworsHak. This committee, certainly, has the authority to 
make any amendments it wants in that bill. I have indicated what my 
objectives are. Certainly, I could object in no way to having any ad- 
ditional safeguards placed in the bill providing that before any con- 
struction of this project could be started 

Mr. Jones. Are you suggesting to the committee that we authorize 
the project on the proposition that 2 years hence we can reauthorize it ? 

Senator Dworsuak. No. 

Mr. Jones. That is it, in essence. 

Senator DworsHak. No; I am saying you have to authorize a proj- 
ect before you can make the engineering studies. Do we agree on that? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. But you just stated you would have the committee 
act on it affirmatively 2 years hence, on the report made by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. Then we would have to reauthorize it. 

Senator DworsHak. No. My own interpretation of that is this. If 
these reports on fish and wildlife are adverse and emphasize the un- 
desirability of the project 

Mr. Jones. Who isto determine that ? 

Senator DworsHak. Your committee and the Public Works Com- 
mittee of the Senate, according to my understanding. 

Mr. Jones. I see. 

Mr. Smirnu. It would be too late. The point was made that the 
record should be straight. There is no way to make this record straight 
on that. When this provision is passed by the Senate, it completely 
takes the matter out of the hands of the Public Works Committee, 
and we will never see or hear of it again if you pass it in the Senate. 

Senator DworsHak. In other words, you are interpreting that to 
mean the reports would go to the Appropriations Committee ? 

Mr. Smiru. That is right. The only restriction involves appropria- 
tion. Why should we hear about it ? 

Senator Dworsuak. That is a safeguard providing that the Ap- 

ropriations Committee in the Senate—I will not speak about the 
Gaon Appropriations Committee in this regard—if it wanted to 
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initiate construction, could not do so until the Senate Public Works 
Committee has had an opportunity to fully evaluate the fish and 
wildlife studies and, at that point, if those studies indicated that it 
would be unwise to start the project, then, certainly, the Public Works 
Committee in the Senate and, I presume, in the House would defi- 
nitely report that because of the contents of the fish and wildlife 
reports on the status of fish and wildlife in the Clearwater drainage 
the project should not be constructed. Then, certainly, it will not be 
I am willing to have the record so state. I certainly have no desire 
to try to preempt this congressional authority for the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Mr. Smirn. We are worried about the Public Works Committee. 

Senator Dworsnax. You amend it. You change the amendment 
and safeguard because I want it to be just as strong as it can be. 

Now may I interpolate at that point that, as 1 of the 2 Senators 
from Idaho, do you suppose that if adverse reports are made that 
I would be so indiscreet that I would endeavor to force the construc- 
tion of a project which obviously is not in accord with the majority 
thinking and with the contents of a report on that subject? Could 
any Member of Congress be so indiscreet and unwise politically? I 
just ask you. 

Mr. Jonrs. I have a project in my district that was authorized by 
a resolution of this committee for a survey to be conducted by the 
Corps of Engineers. As I understand from the District Office of 
the Corps of Engineers, that report is almost complete. 

Would you think it would be a wise legislative policy for this 
committee to accept a resolution which I introduced to authorize the 
construction of that project if and when the Corps of Engineers deter- 
mined it is economically justified ? 

Senator Dworsuak. I am not saying that, Congressman Jones. 
Certainly you are confusing this issue. 

Mr. Jones. I do not see that one would be more premature than 
the other. Here your contention, as I understand it, is based upon 
the assumption that this project would be commenced or rather con- 
struction would be commenced on it if and when the Wildlife Serv- 
ice determines there would be no injury wrought on the habitat of 
the fish, elk, moose, or whatever they are. That report is 2 years 
away. If that report is favorable, then the Appropriations Com- 
mittees will go ahead and make appropriations for the prosecution 
of the project or that you are agreeable to an amendment which would 
have the Corps of Engineers make its report to the House and Senate 
Committees on Public Works for their concurrence or disapproval 
of the fish and wildlife survey. That is correct; is it not? =. 

Senator Dworsuak. Congressman, I think you are confusing inad- 
vertently the issue or my comments on it. 

Mr. Jones. I assure you if it is, that it is inadvertent. 

Senator Dworsuak. I am willing to concede that because there has 
been so much propaganda on this issue. I did not intend to say with 
this safeguarding amendment that automatically if the Fish and Wild- 
life reports are favorable, that construction would be started immedi- 
ately. You know as well as every member of this committee, as I 
know, that it is necessary to gea a budget recommendation for con- 
struction for Congress to appropriate funds. In extreme cases the 
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Congress can appropriate funds, but all of you know it is necessary 
as a prerequisite to have a budget request. 

Then the evaluation can be made. The only purpose of trying to 
get the authorization now is so we will not have another 2-year delay. 
7 May I point out something I have overlooked up to this point. My 
good friends in the fish and wildlife groups—and I say that me: iningly 
and sincerely—are charging me with poor faith. But let me say that 
not a single dollar was ever made available by the Congress to make 
fish and wildlife studies in the Clearwater River drainage system 
until 2 years ago I was able to get an amendment through providing 
some funds. A. year later I got some more funds and I think curre nily 
there has been made available about $250,000 which has financed these 
fish and wildlife studies which have been in progress for 2 years. 

If I were fearful of what these reports would disclose or if I were 
resorting actually to subterfuge to prevent the real facts being pre- 
sented through these reports, would I be the sponsor of an amendment 
and get funds in two different sessions of Congress to make these 
reports? lask you that. 

Mr. Becker. I have a somewhat different point from Mr, Jones. As 
I understand this project here, reading it from the bill, it has been 
approved in accordance with rec ommendations of the Chief of Engi- 
neers in Senate Document No. 51—in other words, the feasibility of 
the Bruces Eddy Dam as a recommended project. 

Senator Dworsuax. By the Army engineers in accordance with 
normal procedure. 

Mr. Brecker. So that this is needed, it is recommended, it is approved 
by them. That is what we go by. 

The only thing that stands in the way and that has nothing to do 
with construction of the dam and authorization, is whether or not the 
wildlife interests are going to be affected. 

So this additional study on wildlife has actually nothing to do with 
the construction of the Bruces Eddy Dam insofar as the recommenda- 
tion of the project is concerned. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. That is right, and the Army engineers did not 
recommend that any funds be made available for fish and wildlife 
studies. That was initiated by myself. 

Mr. Becker. So that I cannot, from my point of view, see the dif- 
ference in this study. Perhaps some wording could be incorporated 
to satisfy my colleague, Mr. Baldwin. There could be a change of 
wording in the last paragraph. I cannot see any reason why we should 
hold up ‘an authorization on this with the provision that this wildlife 
study come in before we approve. 

Senator DworsHak. Ordinarily that would not be done, but in view 
of the fact that I had made my personal pledges to fish and wildlife 
groups at least 2 years ago that I was not interested in forcing au- 
thorization or construction of this—not authorization but construction 
of this until we had the full engineering studies available, I was will- 
ing to incorporate in the bill—and at that point may I make this signifi- 
cant comment: That if there is any lack of clarity in this amendment, 
you cannot charge me with it because I merely suggested to the Public 
Works Committee in the Senate that they incorporate such a safe- 
guard. The distinguished chairman of the Public Works Subcom- 
mittee, Senator Kerr, of Oklahoma, and his staff perfected and drafted 
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this safeguarding provision. So if there is anything hazy about it, 
all you have to do call the chairman of the Senate Public Works Sub- 
committee. 

Mr. Becker. I am very much impressed with the Senator’s presenta- 
tion and also his absolute sincerity based upon the things he has said 
and his own recommendation. So from my point of view I am per- 
fectly convinced that separating the two, the authorization and the 
appropriation, would be all right, and then depend upon this later 
survey and have a definition as affecting authorization incorporated 
in the bill either in the same way you have it in here and perhaps in 
different wording. 

Senator Dworsuak. I would answer that you can make any change 
in the amendment with additional safeguards, and I am sure Senator 
Kerr and the Subcommittee on Public Works in the Senate would con- 
cur with you because I have given assuraces that I am willing to pro- 
vide enough safeguards, any safeguards they want. That is the safe- 
guard which was drafted by the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee. I was not the author of that amendment. That is, insofar as 
the phraseology is concerned. 

Mr. Buarnix. I am still puzzled why, on the one hand, you argue 
that there must be extreme urgency for immediate authorization even 
before the final findings of the Fish and Wildlife Service are in and 
then you go out of your way by writing into the bill itself a safeguard 
that this construction cannot be undertaken until this fish and wild- 
life survey is in, and the Appropriations Committee has had full 
oppor tunity to review it and to evaluate it. 

Senator DworsHak. No, Congressman Blatnik, I did not say I 
wanted the Appropriations Committee to review that. I reiterate that 
the intent of my suggestion to the committee was that the Public Works 
Committees of the House and Senate make the evaluation of the Fish 
and Wildlife reports before any green light was given to the actual 
construction of the project. 

Mr. Buarnik. Then I still do not understand this. You say the 
Public Works Committees of the House and Senate will have an 
opportunity to reevaluate the fish and wildlife report and, there- 
fore, you infer, reevaluate the original authorization. I do not recall 
in my 11 years on this committee ‘that the committee has ever made a 
conditional authorization where we in effect admit we do not know all 
the facts. From what we know this looks like a good project and all 
we know is the report of the Corps of Engineers. If, in the meantime, 
we give interim approval to this author ization, you in the Appropria- 
tions Committee give it a final review and actually determine whether 
or not this project shall be constructed. 

Why should we delegate our responsibility for authorizing a project 
to be constructed to another committee ? 

Senator DworsHak. Congressman Blatnik, I am not going to argue 
with you. You have misrepresented the intent of this safeguard by 
saying that it was designed to have the Appropriations Committee 
make an evaluation or a reevaluation of the report submitted on the 
fish and wildlife aspects and studies. 

That is not true. There is no intent whatsoever to delegate to the 
Appropriations Committee the authority to make that decision. I 
emphasize that to the best of my ability. May I add that the Con- 
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gressman has pointed out that in normal procedure such projects are 
authorized to enable the Army engineers, after they have made their 
feasibility report, their preliminary report, to get the funds with 
which to undertake the engineering studies which are made on all 
projects submitted, so far as feasibility is concerned, by the Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

I think the record will show that that is absoluately true, notwith- 
standing anything I or any other Member of Congress says. 

Mr. Buiarnik. The so-called engineering studies are not studies, 
they are engineering plans. If I recall correctly—lI believe the engi- 
neering surveys to which you refer are the engineering specifications 
that the Corps of Engineers will advertise and upon which they base 
any of their calls for contracts and bids. In short, engineering study 
isa first step of the actual construction itself. 

It is beyond me why we should agree to spend what may be thousands 
of dollars in this way. How much would the engineering surveys take ? 

Senator Dworsnak. I think probably $250,000. 

Mr. Buarnik. So here we approve in effect the expenditure of a 
quarter of a million dollars for the actual engineering and design 
which would be the basis of the specifications for the eventual con- 
tracts, and yet we do not know whether we are going to build it or not. 
That is gambling a lot of money, is it not ? 

Senator Dworsuak. As a member of this committee, you know, as 
has been pointed out, that when the Army engineers submit a feasi- 
bility report, it does not make any difference ‘whether the project is 
in Idaho, Oregon, or in some other State of the U nion. There is no 
other way for ‘the Army engineers to pursue engineering studies until 
an authorization has been made. 

If there were any other procedure possible, I would be in favor of 
it. The Congressman from Minnesota knows that we have a fair 
amount of prosperity and full employment in the country today. But 
we know we have our ups and downs from an economic and industrial 
standpoint. I have not mentioned this except in letters, I have not 
made any public comment. But if we should become involved in some 
kind of a recession and we need projects, public works projects, to 
create employment, what good would it be on have a project that has 
not been studied and which would require 2 years to complete the 
studies before the project might be constructed or at least construc- 
tion started? Certainly this is in accordance with prudent procedure 
because not only in the case of Bruces Eddy but in the case of prob- 
ably hundreds and hundreds of other comparable projects the engi- 
neering work is completed and the projects are put on the shelf and 
just as rapidly as the engineers and the Budget Bureau or Congress 

‘an give priority to the project it is built. 

Obviously, they cannot be constructed until the engineering work is 
completed. In this case the Army engineers have said time and again 
it would take about 2 years to commits the studies. Does that not sub- 
stantiate fully the normal procedure that is being followed in this 
case ? 

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that I think I have gone out of my 
way to make assurances that this project will not be built until all 
of the reports, both from an engineering standpoint and a fish and 
wildlife standpoint, have been completed and reevaluated, and if there 
are valid objections from either side, maybe the Army engineers’ 
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studies will disclose it is not feasible, although they have said from 
their preliminary studies that the benefit to cost ratio is 2.14 to 1, 2 to 1 
or better than 2 to 1. You show me any other project in the country 
that has that same feasibiliy rating at this time. 

Mr. Biarnix. Baltimore Harbor is 5 to 1. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. I am not talking about a harbor. I mean a 
river. 

Mr. Brarnix. It is a public works project involving the use of 
water. 

Senator DworsHak. I mean comparable water. 

Mr. Smirn. I know some that are 7 to 1. 

Senator DworsHak. I have heard of that one, and I would support 
it to the best of my ability. 

Mr. Biatrnik. This committee has never at any time, as I recall, au- 
thorized any project on a conditional basis so that if further informa- 
tion proves to be negative that the Appropriation Committee shall not 
grant the appropriation. That is in reply to the inquiry or in further 
explanation of the point the Senator makes that this project is follow- 
ing the normal course. 

Senator Dworsuak. It has except that I have been willing to place 
it in the category that after complying with the normal and regular 
requirements that your projects and everybody’s projects are required 
to meet. that I will goa step further and say that if subsequently these 
fish and wildlife studies, for which I have been responsible, for which 
I got the money—— 

Mr. Biatnix. Do you not think this commmittee should be entitled 
to review the fish and wildlife studies that are submitted to the Con- 
gress and hear the testimony ¢ 

Senator Dworsnak. I certainly am in accord with that, and I state 
here unqualifiedly that I would want the Public Works Committees 
in the Senate and the House to have the opportunity to make the 
evaluation of the fish and wildlife studies or any other appropriate 
committee other than the Appropriations Committees because the Ap- 
propriations Committees will not undertake projects that are in con- 
flict with legislative authority of the other committees. 

Mr. Chairman, now I would be glad to answer questions. I think 
[ will hurry through and not take too much of your time. 

When I was at home at Eastertime, this came up. I want to show 
you two maps. They are very significant. Here is one that was com- 
piled by the supervisor of District No. 2 of the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department and by a man named Stallings, supervisor of the Clear- 
water National Forest, in which this watershed is located. The date 
of this is 1951, but the legend is: 

Elk winter range and proposed dams and flowage areas in Clearwater River 
drainage. Elk figures taken from 1949 big-game census conducted jointly by the 
United States Forest Service and Idaho State Fish and Game Department. 

Of course it is authentic. You will recall that 1949 was one of the 
toughest winters that we have had probably in 30 or 40 years in the 
Northwest. That was the time when all the cattle died on the plains 
of Kansas and other States in the Midwest. 

This map shows here, the red area, according to the legend that is the 
flowage area. It extends from the dam site about 50 miles to the end 
of the high pool. That isa 50-mile area. 
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These representatives of the State and Federal agencies conducted 
this study of elk in the area. They say that from the low pool to 
the high pool, that stretch of a few miles, in that severe winter of 1949, 
they discovered 40 elk. In the 50-mile area from the mark of low pool 
to the site of the dam they said there was not discovered a single elk. 

Well, I do not know whether that is authentic, but when I was home 
on the 26th of September, the president of a fish and wildlife group 
called the Bonneville Sportsmen’s Association with 10,000 members, 

robably one of the biggest game organizations not only in Idaho but 
in the United States—we think a lot of our fish and wildlife in Idaho, 
even Members of the Senate, notwithstanding the contrary reports, we 
think a lot of the value and importance of fish and wildlife. 

Senator Dworsuak. Here is another map that is a replica of the 
other for this area [indicating] and it has a notation on it that one 
dot represents 

Mr. McGrecor. I suggest that a staff member help hold up the map 
so that we can see it. 

Senator Dworsnak. This is a replica of the official map and the 
notation says: 

One dot represents ten animals, total number of elk in North Fork estimated, 
10,000 ; elk below the pool lever, 4,000. 

The official map shows that there was not a single elk located in that 
area, but this phony map—and I use the word “phony” because that 
is the designation given to it by the president of this sportsmen asso- 
ciation in Idaho—that each dot represents 10 elk in this area [indi- 
‘ating in the official map from this point down to here [indicating |, 
and there was not a single elk discovered in the severe winter of 1949. 
This shows 4,000 elk were there. That map was drawn by Mort 
Brigham, Lewis-Clark Wildlife Club, Lewiston, Idaho. He is a good 
friend of the Senator from Oregon. He is the man responsible for 
most of the misrepresentation and I say to you in all sincerity that we 
have heard about 18 to 1, but never ive we heard about 100 to 1. 
There is not a single elk according to the official map in that area, but 
from the low pool to the high pool, the official map says 4,100 to 1. 
That is a nice way to represent studies and surveys made of fish and 
wildlife. 

I will be glad to leave these two maps here. 

Mr. Davis. Would the committee yield ? 

Many of us remember with very fond memories your service in the 
House. You were my neighbor in the House Office Building before 
you advanced to the upper body. 

For the first time in all of these many weeks of hearings, I am going 
to ask the committee to excuse me for just a few moments. This is 
the first time I have made such a request and I regret that I will be 
absent for a few minutes as you conclude, you and Senator Neuberger. 
However, I hope that I am correct in this recollection. 

Before I say this, I should like to say that this committee has earn- 
estly and most conscientiously, and at times laboriously, tried through 
the past weeks to refine this bill, if possible, so as to meet as nearly as 
possible the objections of the President who vetoed our bill last year. 
We have been going through the bill—the bill passed by the Senate— 
with a fine-tooth comb with that view in mind. 
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I hope I am stating this correctly, although it may be an exaggera- 
tion, but in the last several years, I think I have received 75,000 pieces 
of mail from all over the United States in opposition to this project. 
I hope that I am stating this correctly—I cannot at this moment recall 
exactly, but I am sure you will take care of this in the record—but I 
cannot recall a single communication favoring the project and from 
every State in the Union I declare there is not a single mail, including 
Sunday, that I do not get these letters. To be perfectly frank, I have 
gotten so many in opposition that I do not have room for them and 
I had to throw them in the wastebasket. In that respect they have 
contributed to the paper salvage of the Federal Government and I 
am sure that we have gotten something out of that. Some of them 
have been added to the paper tonnage. 

Therefore, with that statement of my high regard for you—and as 
my old neighbor my feeling toward you—I am going to ask Mr. Demp- 
sey to take the chair for a brief period while I am excused. 

We will meet tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock, as you know. I do 
hope that tomorrow we will conclude our hearings on this entire bill. 

Senator Dworsuax. All right, I will try to complete my statement 
as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Brcxer. Before the gentleman proceeds, I would like to get 
one point cleared up, with the permission of the acting chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, do I have permission for 1 or 2 minutes to get 1 or 
2 points cleared up ? 

Mr. Dempsey. Yes. 

Mr. Becxer. I would like to ask Major Garrett, if he does not mind; 
I would like to get this clear. The question that my good friend, Mr. 
Blatnik, raised is what I have reference to. 

This project in Senate Document No. 51 was approved and recom- 
mended by the Army engineers for the project, of the Bruces Eddy 
Dam; is that correct 

Major Garrett. That is correct. 

Mr. Brecker. In the recommendations in the engineering, every fac- 
tor was taken into consideration in that project, including game and 
wildlife ; is that correct ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

_Mr. Becker. That action recognized the question of the wildlife 
situation and some opposition in that respect ; is that correct ? 

Major Garrett. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Becker. So despite the question that had been raised, the Army 
engineers still approved this project; is that correct ? 

Major Garrerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brecker. So that the authorization as it stands today, and last 
year, in your House document, is in full approval of this project, in- 
cluding a study of the Army engineers of the game and wildlife situa- 
tion ; is that correct ? 

Major Garrett. Well, I would say—— 

Mr. Becker. A partial study, at any rate ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. A partial study at any rate, I will concede that. 

As I understand it, the good Senator has come along because of some 
opposition by the game and wildlife people and he—in his interest 
through the years of getting original, preliminary surveys up to this 
point that authorized the project that the Army engineers have rec- 
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ommended with all of these things in mind—is conceding to these 
people who believe they have a valid point? He says, “We will make 
the study, on the other hand, of the game and wildlife situation thor- 
oughly, but in the meantime let us have the plan proceed so that the 
time is not wasted in the future when we might get an appropriation 
for it.” 

These 2 years that the survey was made is not, then, lost. I think 
I see this thoroughly. It is not authorizing on a partial report to 
come, because it is completed as far as the Army engineers are con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Mack. Will the gentleman yield? 

Major Garretr. May I make one other statement ! 

We are not authorities, as far as fish and wildlife are concerned. 

Mr. Becker. Did you take that factor into consideration / 

Major Garrerr. We did, and we we have a very extensive fish- 

research program underway on the Columbia River at the present time. 
In making our report to the Congress, we included letters from the 
fishery agencies that were in opposition to the construction of the 
project. However, we feel it is a very worthy project, and one that, 
from an engineering standpoint, is deserving of consideration of this 
committee. 

Mr. Becker. So necessary that you set aside this opposition in the 
letters that you had; is that correct? You still recommended it ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. Senator, the Army engineers declared this a most worth- 
while project. They insist the flood-control advantages are large and, 
also, that the power facilities would be to the advantage of the area and 
the country. The only opposition to the project, from an administra- 
tion standpoint, has come from the Bureau of the Budget, which says in 
its report that this project is not in accord with the President’s pro- 
gram until possibilities for local participation have been fully ex- 
plored. 

In the Columbia River, we have authorized a great number of power 
dams. Has there ever been a case where the authorization was held 
up on the basis that they wanted to explore some future local partici- 
pation? I suppose the Budget is referring possibly to a partnership 
arrangement on the power dam, but, in all other cases, has Congress 
not authorized the dam and then explored the possibilities of whether 
it should be done by the public or whether it should be done by partner- 
ship arrangement ? 

Senator DworsHak. That is true, Congressman Mack, and my next 
point is on that basis. I have here a partnership plan of the Budget. 
My colleague from Oregon knows that there has been a delay, an 
unnecessary delay, and probably an unjustified delay, in the construc- 
tion of John Day Dam on the lower Columbia because it has become 
involved in a partnership controversy. Now, the Budget Bureau has 
injected that controversy, to a limited extent, into the consideration 
of Bruces Eddy Dam. 

When this authorization was before the Public Works Committee 
and representatives of the corps testified—I think Senator Neuberger 
was there, and I testified—and I said that I did not particularly 
care whether the Budget Bureau said anything about the partner- 
ship plan, or what it said, because, gentlemen, you know as well as 
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I know there has not been a single partnership plan evolved or con- 
summated in the Columbia River Basin or any place. 

The mere mention of the word “partnership,” so far, means a lack 
of clarity and nothing but controversy. I am unwilling that Bruces 
Eddy be made a guinea pig testing out what partnership means in 
the development of public-works projects. 

Now, let me show you something, by quoting from two documents, 
to what little extent partnership could be injected into this considera- 
tion of Bruces Eddy. 

I have here a facsimile of the a Works Appropriations Com- 
mittee hearings of Monday, April 25, 1955. This is a statement of 
General Sturgis, who was then a males general and Chief of Engi- 
neers of the United States Army. 

I asked some questions regarding the desirability of the Bruces 
Eddy project. I will read my question, too, so you will be able to 
follow me better : 


Senator DworsHAak. What I am trying to ascertain is this: That, so far, 
the Army engineers have not actually worked out a formula for the partner- 
ship plan of building multiple-purpose projects. You say, specifically, in the 
Markham Ferry project you did have an authorization, but on such authoriza- 
tions as, we might say, involving Bruces Eddy on the North Fork of the Clear- 
water, there has been planning and engineering work accomplished on that 
project which is multiple purpose, with elements of flood control, of providing 
storage to firm generation of power downstream, and with considerable gen- 
eration at the site. Now, do you think it is possible to work out some plan 
which will enable private utilities to finance and operate the power-generating 
facilities of such a project? 


That was my question, and then General Sturgis replied: 


General Sturatis. Yes, sir; I think that it is perfectly feasible to work out 
partnerships. The particular one you mention, Bruces Eddy, does not lend 
itself, and I do not think the utility companies would be interested. The down- 
stream benefits from storage amount to a great deal of money. Now, the power 
companies have no way of collecting that. Also, for example, those to the 
Clearwater, Bruces Eddy, being on the Clearwater, you know we have esti- 
mated that, in order to avoid flooding or to reduce it to proper proportions, we 
need 27 million acre-feet of storage * * *. 

General Sturgis so said on April 25, 1955, 2 years ago, and there 
is other testimony to the effect that, in 1 his judgment, as Chief of the 
United States Army engineers, it was not feasible for Bruces Eddy 
to be constructed on the principle of a partnership plan, because 
ere utilities are not interested in ailine flood-control projects 

cause they cannot sell flood-control benefits. They have no profit 
motive. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. 

Senator, I would like to ask you a question in view of the state- 
ment you have made with respect to the partnership arrangement. 
How do you acount for the following language being in the Presi- 
dent’s budget message ? 

Senator Dworsnak. I did not write his budget message. How 
would I know? 

Mr. Jones. Do not misunderstand me. I asked you how you re- 
conciled those two statements—the comment of one general, former 
Chief of the Corps of Engineers—that it was not economically fea- 
sible for a private utility to undertake the construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the project, and the Bureau of the Budget’s 
statement which evidently had in mind something in the nature of 
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a partnership arrangement. Otherwise, they would not have em- 
ployed the language they did. I just wondered how you reconcile 
that ¢ 

Senator DworsHak. Do you have that particular paragraph? Could 
you read it? 

Mr. Jones. Yes. This isto be found on page 523: 

This budget also included $10 million under proposed legislation to enable the 
Corps of Engineers to participate in 1958 with State and local governments and 
private groups in the development of partnership water-resource projects, such 


as the Bruces Eddy Reservoir in that area, and the Oroville Reservoir in Cali- 
fornia, neither of which has yet been authorized. 


Senator DworsHak. Is that second one to which you refer to the 
Trinity project ? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir; that is part of it. 

Senator DworsHak. That is currently bogged down in controversy 
over partnership. 

Mr. Jones. Not so far as I know. 

Mr. Batpwin. That is the Oroville project, and not the Trinity 
project ? 

Mr. Jones. That is right. It is the project contained in this bill, 
as far as it being involved in this partnership is concerned. 

Senator DworsHak. Then you think that mention by the Budget 
Bureau of these two projects precludes any action by Congress not in 
strict accord with the Budget recommendations ? 

Mr. Jones. I do not make that suggestion at all, Senator. 

Senator Dworsnak. I might also refer to a letter dated May 26, 
1955, written by Robert T. Stevens, Secretary of the Army. I quote 
from his letter that ac companied the report of the Army engineers; 
the report on the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs to the chairman of 
the Committee on Public Works, Senator Dennis Chavez: 

* * * Moreover, in view of the fact that a large proportion of the benefits of the 
project consist of flood-control benefits and of benefits to downstream Federal 
dams, the Chief of Engineers considers that construction of either project as a 
whole is unlikely to be financially profitable for any licensee unless some form 
of Federal financial participation is authorized. 

In other words, the Secretary of the Army, Mr. Stevens, on May 26, 
1955, said that he did not think that that project could be built that 
way. 

1 am going to conclude rapidly because there is a rolleall. 

In the West we have 140 million acres of national forests; 13.5 mil- 
lion acres of parks; 7.5 million acres devoted to wildlife for a total of 
160 million acres of land. 

This project affects only 10,800 acres to be flooded, so we get excited, 
or at least the Fish and Wildlife people do, when we have 160 million 
acres of forest and parks and recreation areas while this involves one 
fifteen-thousandth, if you can compute it. That would be 1 over 15,000. 
They say this is a bad project. 

I think that I ought to conclude by merely pointing out that when 
this omnibus bill went through the Senate it was pointed out that it 
included 100 different projects and those opponents of Bruces Eddy, 
or at least one of them, stated on the floor that 99 of these projects 
were fine but there was 1 in there for Bruces Eddy in Idaho that was 
no good. 
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You do not want to isolate Idaho and keep it outside of the Union. 
We have not had an Army engineers project in Idaho for 10 years, 
with the exception of Lucky Peak, Boise. 

I think we are entitled to it in accordance with the extra curricular 
procedure of providing a safeguard for the fish and wildlife insurance 
involved in this project. When that is done you are not establishing 
an innovation except that you are providing an additional safeguard 
which has not been required elsewhere, and because I recognize the 
vital and important aspects of fish and wildlife involved in or affected 
by the Bruces Eddy Dam, I am willing to go to any extent to stipulate 
and guarantee that there will be a full evaluation of the fish and wild- 
life studies before there is any construction. 

Your committee will have an opportunity to engage in that. 

In closing, may I say that I wanted to point to the floods which we 
had recently in Idaho. That was not on the Snake River. I have a 
newspaper here with pictures showing that the flood was on the Clear- 
water, the Middle, the South and North Forks. Most of it was on 
the Middle and South Forks, but if we had a project like Bruces Eddy 
on the North Fork to impound some of the floodwaters, then the Clear- 
water—which a few weeks ago inundated sections of Lewiston, Idaho, 
located downstream on the Clearwater—there would not have been 
any flood if this project had been constructed. 

I am sorry to have to leave you now but I must answer the rollcall 
in the Senate, but I do want to express my appreciation to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Dempsey. We are very glad to have had you. 

I have been asked by Mr. Metcalf to insert his statement in the 
record in opposition to the project. 

Is there any objection to this going into the record ? 

Tf not, it will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF MONTANANS IN CONGRESS IN OPPOSITION TO Bruces Eppy Dam, 
PRESENTED BY HON. LEE METCALF, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to speak for Montana conserva- 
tionists and sportsmen in opposition to Bruces Eddy project on the North Fork 
of the Clearwater River in Idaho. 

This is the position of the Montana congressional delevation. Senator Mur- 
ray, Senator Mansfield, and Congressman Anderson concur in this statement 
opposing inclusion of Bruces Eddy in 8. 497, the rivers and harbors and flood 
control omnibus bill. 

The Clearwater is not in our watershed. But it is part of the Columbia 
River Basin; and Bruces Eddy would certainly affect the State we represent. 

Bruces Eddy would do irreparable damage to natural resources and to wildlife. 
It would create a lake nearly 50 miles long in the narrow canyon of the Clear- 
water, flooding 12,000 acres of vital winter range for one of this country’s largest 
elk herds. It would obstruct the runs of migratory salmon and steelhead trout. 

Bruces Eddy is not one of the main control plan projects. It is being pushed 
at this time in an effort to recapture some of the needed flood control storage 
sacrificed by this administration to commercial underdevelopment at Hells 
Canyon. 

One of the giveaways at Hells Canyon is the loss of almost 3 million acre-feet 
of storage. The Federal Power Commission recognized this in its final decision, 
which touched upon this question of loss of storage on the Snake and Columbia 
Rivers by the licensing of the Idaho Power Co. dams. 

The Commission said: 

“If applicant [Idaho Power Co.] is to be permitted to construct its develop- 
ments, an additional amount of flood control would have to be provided else- 
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where. We have previously pointed out some possibilities of providing this stor- 
age, although its relative cost is not shown. However, we are convinced from 
the record that the provision of such storage should not be a problem from the 
standpoint of availability of other sites.” 

Bruce Eddy would create a reservoir of 1,433,000 acre-feet of usable storage. 
It would replace about half the storage lost to the giveaway at Hells Canyon. 
Instead of fully utilizing the rugged canyon that forms a huge natural reservoir 
at Hells Canyon, it is proposed here to inundate one of the last upland wilder- 
nesses in America, destroy a unique scenic and recreational area and lose im- 
portant fish and wildlife resources. 

The other possibilities mentioned by the Power Commission for upstream stor- 
age were 4,250,000 acre-feet at Libby and 3,160,000 acre-feet at Glacier View. 

Everyone is for the Libby project, even the administration. It is easy to de- 
clare oneself for Libby, because it is tied up before the International Joint Com- 
mission. Glacier View's storage could be obtained only by invading Glacier 
National Park. 

We have letters of opposition from the Montana Wildlife Federation, Western 
Montana Conservation Association, Ravalli County Fish and Wildlife Associa- 
tion, Gallatin County Sportsman Association, and many individuals. 

They share the Montana delegation’s belief that Bruces Eddy is too high a 
price to pay for the administration’s abandonment of the public interest at Hells 
Canyon. They, and we, support Senator Neuberger in the request that Bruces 
Eddy be stricken from the bill before you. 


Mr. Dempsey. We will next hear from our colleague, Mr. McGovern. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE McGOVERN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


Mr. McGovern. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am here just to speak briefly in support of the South Dakota projects 
relating to the Missouri Basin development and the Elm River 
program. 

I want to say first of all that South Dakota has benefited tremen- 
dously from the Missouri Basin and is generally appreciative of the 
consideration that has been given to our needs by this committee. 
While we keenly appreciate the projects that have come into South 
Dakota in connection with the development of the Missouri Basin, 
there have been certain sacrifices that have been necessary on the part 
of the people of our State. I think there is no State in the Missouri 
Basin that has sacrificed so much valuable bottom land in the con- 
struction of the great reservoir and dam systems on the river, and it 
has been done at considerable sacrifice to the people who were living 
on that land. We have sacrificed several hundred thousand acres of 
valuable land to make room for reservoirs and the building of dams. 
In addition to that, there have been certain damages that are included 
in part in this bill, Senate 497. 

I notice on the agenda I am scheduled to begin my remarks with 
line 190, page 35, of the bill, but with the chairman’s permission, I 
would like to comment just briefly on a provision contained in the bill 
at the bottom of page 34 to which I take exception. 

It seems to me that this provision, in effect, repeals the preference 
clause in the Flood Control Act of 1947, as it relates to further river 
projects in South Dakota. I want the record to show that I am not 
In support of that provision of the bill. 

Turning then to the specific projects, the bottom of page 35, the 
first one listed is the St. Joseph’s Indian School, a provision for a 
sewage disposal connection with the city of Chamberlain, S. Dak. 
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In this connection, I would like to just briefly review two letters 
that I have received from Father George Pinger, who is the superin- 
tendent of the St. Joseph’s Indian School in South Dakota. 

In his first letter under date of March 5, 1957, the superintendent 
makes this point: 

“* * * When Fort Randall Dam was put in, our sewage system was distributed 
by the riprap placed along the river front to protect our property and the prohi- 
bition against emptying anything into the river. To provide adequately for a 
replacement, we are now trying to connect with the sewage system of the city 
of Chamberlain. We are on the edge of the city. 

“For the plumbing and other work required, however, our local engineers 
* * * together with Tony, estimated that it would cost around $42,000 for the 
installation * * *” 

Then again, on June 3, 1957, in a second letter, Father George Pinger makes 
this point: 

“* * * The city of Chamberlain, as well as the State department of health, is 
putting considerable pressure upon us to go to work to revamp our sewage sys- 
tem immediately, and I believe you can readily understand why. We are as 
anxious as they to go to work as soon as possible on these measures, but we fail 
to see why St. Joseph’s should stand the expense for the revamping of the system 
which was interfered with by the construction of the Fort Randall Dam. Our 
Government is making contributions, continually, to projects much less worthy 
than ours without hesitation. We are wondering why the reluctance here. 
After all, over the years, St. Joseph’s has poured many thousands of dollars into 
caring for the Indian children of this area at the same saving for our Govern- 
ment * * * are we asking too much of our Government to simply repair the dam- 


9? 


age which the Government project has caused to St. Joseph's? 


What has happened is that because of the moving of the sewage dis- 
posal system of this school, they are now dumping raw sewage into the 
Fort Randall Reservoir at a point just above where the city of Cham- 
berlain draws its water supply. They have been asked by the Public 
Health Department of South Dakota to correct this problem imme- 
diately. That was a warning that was issued some 4 years ago and 
nothing has been done to date. This claim for $42,000 will enable the 
school to connect its system with the system of the city of Chamberlain. 
The city is in agreement with that and it is going to be at an estimated 
cost of some $42,000. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will you yield so I might ask a question of Major 
Garrett ? 

Mr. McGovern. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Did you say this school is not in the area of the 
basin that was being constructed ? 

Major Garrett. Sir, it is in the upper reaches of the Fort Randall 
Reservoir. It is in Chamberlain, S. Dak. I was talking about Fort 
Pierre and Pierre. 

Mr. McGrecor. This Indian school is in the area of the basin or 
reservoir ¢ 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir; it is in the upper reaches of the Fort 
Randall Reservoir. 

Mr. Mack. Are you familiar with this sewage disposal law that was 
passed last. year, which was referred to by Congressman Blatnik ¢ 

Mr. McGovern. I know something about that. I know that the 
chief of our health bureau in South Dakota is aware of the implications 
of that measure, as far as this project is concerned. 

Mr. Mack. Under that law, you would be entitled to receive 30 per- 
cent of the cost of the project up to the sum of $250,000. 

Mr. McGovern. Yes. 
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Mr. Mack. There might be some relief in that legislation for you 
if you are not able to obtain it in this bill. 

Mr. McGovern. This particular school is operated entirely by priv- 
ate support, private charity, and their budget does not permit, and I 
know it would be an extreme hardship, for them to secure the funds 
that are necessary to provide even a matching program in building 
adequate sewage systems. 

Mr. Mack. You understand the difficulty of the committee. One 
of the difficulties of the committee is in trying to take care of all of 
the projects that these people would like and yet avoid those that 
might lead to a veto. 

Mr. Batpwin. Would you yield for a question ? 

Mr. McGovern. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwrn. I would like to ask the Corps of Engineers one fur- 
ther thing. Is this sewage project actually in the area in which this 
dam is located? What is the reason that the Corps of Engineers has 
not taken any action to provide compensation ? 

It is my wnderstanding, from discussions on the bill, and on the 
Williston project yesterday, that the corps does customarily take steps 
to reimburse for damage caused by construction of a project. 

Major Garrett. Sir, there was a bank stabilization work out in the 
vicinity of the school several years ago and prior to the time that this 
bank stabilization work was done, St. Joseph’s School was allowing 
the effluent from their septic tanks to flow into the Missouri River un- 
treated. We did disturb this particular situation and went back and 
restored it to its previous condition. Now, the Public Health Serv- 
ice is requiring them to provide means of connecting to the Chamber- 
lain sewage disposal system, or some other means of taking care of 
this sewage so it will not dump the raw sewage into the river above the 
Chamberlain water intake. The present outlets have been provided 
above the maximum operating pool of the reservoir. Therefore, we 
have taken the position that we do not feel there is any basis for fur- 
ther compensation in this regard. 

Mr. Batpwin. You feel such steps probably would have been taken 
by the public health authorities of the State even if the reservoir were 
not built since it is above the maximum pool level of the reservoir ¢ 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. In other words, the difficulty they are facing at this 
Indian school comes about because of the directives of the State board 
of health and the welfare association of that State more than it is 
caused by our placing the reservoir in that area ? 

Major Garrett. That is right. 

Mr. McGovern. Is it not true, also, that the Indian school was forced 
to move its location and this problem has been complicated by the re- 
moval of the school to a new site where their sewage is being dumped 
into the river at a point where it more directly affects the water supply 
of the city of Chamberiain ¢ 

Major Garrett. I do not believe that is the case, Mr. McGovern. 
I have a letter here from the United States Public Health Service 
in this regard, sir, to Dr. Miller of the St. Joseph Indian School 
dated January 28, 1954. With the chairman’s permission I can supply 





FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 215 


the entire letter for the record, but I would like to read one paragraph 
at the end: 


We regret that we cannot concur in your apparent conviction that the con- 
struction and operation of the Fort Randall Reservoir has materially altered 
the long-standing problem of inadequate treatment of sewage from the St. 
Joseph’s Indian School. 

Signed: Glen Hopkins, officer in charge. 

I will submit that letter for the record, sir. 

Mr. Wricur. I have been impressed, and so have the rest of us, in 
the way South Dakota has pursued this problem and other problems 
related to this area. 

This little school is outside the city limits of the city of Chamberlain. 

Mr. McGovern. That is correct. 

Mr. Wricurt. For that reason the city cannot assume the respon- 
sibility of laying whatever lines are necessary for taking care of the 
city’s sewage system. 

Mr. McGovern. That is right. 

Mr. Wricut. The State is requiring that it be done. Therefore 
it devolves upon the school in the absence of any assistance from the 
Federal Government to provide some $42,000 that will be necessary 
to lay the lines to connect with the city’s mains. Is that correct? 

Mr. McGovern. That is correct. 

Mr. Wricut. The school is supported, apparently, by private dona- 
tions ? 

Mr. McGovern. It is a charitable institution. 

Mr. Wrreurt. And it has a small budget ? 

Mr. McGovern. Yes. It has an enrollment now of about 300 stu- 
dents—boys and girls from dependent Indian families. 

Mr. Wricurt. As to the question raised about whether or not the 
activities of the Corps of Engineers in the construction of this reser- 
voir had aggravated this particular problem, they had been treating 
this sewage by septic tanks and from the septic tanks going into the 
river ? 

Mr. McGovern. That is right. 

Mr. Wricut. That is not now possible because of the construction 
of the reservoir ? 

Mr. McGovern. That is correct. The State health department will 
not permit the Indian school to dump raw sewage into the reservoir. 

Mr. Dempsey. That area is more like a lake, is it not? 

Mr. McGovern. Yes. 

Mr. Dempsey. It seems to me as though the entire cause of this 
situation results from construction of the dam. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is not in accordance with the letter and rec- 
ommendation read by the major. 

Mr. Dempsey. I am speaking about the facts and not the recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. Smiru. It sounds that way to me. 

Mr. Dempsey. There was a flowing river there, was there not? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dempsey. And the Department did not take the attitude then 
that it takes now. Is that right? 

Major Garrerr. That is questionable, sir. Actually the system 
that formerly existed there, as I understand it, was constructed to 
take care of a school population of some 90 students. The present 
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population of the school is somewhere around 250 students. The 
existing facilities are not adequate to take care of this increased 
pene: 

‘herefore the affluent from the septic tanks is, for all practical 
purposes, raw sewage and it is being dumped bike the reservoir. 

But the four outlets are above the maximum operating pool on the 
reservoir, and therefore we feel there is no physical damage as a 
result 

Mr. Dempsey. I did not speak about the physical damage but the 
condition with reference to the flow of the river and the result there 
as compared with the result now with the dam in place. 

Mr. McGreeor. Let him make the finishing statement. 

Mr. Dempsey. Just a moment. I thought you had finished your 
statement. 

Major Garrett. I had, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. I did not get your finishing statement. Did I 
understand you to say that the outlets of the sewage system were 
above the dam area and the basin did not cause any damage to the 
outlets ? 

Major Garrett. It is above the maximum operating level of the 
reservoir itself. The outlets are at elevation 1373, meaning sea level. 
The normal operating pool of the Fort Randall Reservoir is at an 
elevation of approximately 1370. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I want to ask whether the intake to this city 
whose water supply is being affected is located on the reservoir or on 
the river above the reservoir ¢ 

Major Garrett. It is located downstream from the outlet, sir. At 
Inaximum operating pool water will be backed up to the St. Joseph 
School. It is in the upper reaches of the reservoir itself. The normal 
operating level of the reservoir is at elevation 1365. These outlets are 
above the maximum operating pool of the reservoir itself. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Both the water intake of the city and the sewage- 
disposal outlet of the school, then, are above the normal pool but 
within the flooded pool. Is that correct ? 

Major Garrerr. That is correct. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Does the river function as efficiently in taking 
this sewage on downstream past the city’s water intake now as it did 
before the construction of the reservoir or not? Can you answer that 
question? Is there any question as to the efficiency of the river in 
removing this sewage being affected by the construction of the 
reservoir ¢ 

Major Garrett. I may have you answer here in the letter from the 
United States Public Health Service on their report if I might find 
the particular paragraph, Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. EpmMonpson. All right. 

Major Garrett. Here is the sentence, quoting again from the letter 
of the United States Public Health Service. 

Fort Randall Reservoir actually decreases to some extent this 
potential health hazard over what it was previously. It is therefore 
erroneous to consider that the reservoir is responsible for the present 
sewage problem. 

Mr. EpMonpson. Can you tell me as an engineering proposition how 
it could operate te decrease the effect of the sew age going into the 
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city’s water supply? That is a rather astonishing statement unless 
there is some situation there which is not apparent on its face. 

Major Garrett. I would imagine, sir, they are referring to the fact 
that at times the river flow is very, very low. With the establishment 
of the reservoir system we do have a regulated flow in the stream 
itself. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Above the reservoir? You have regulated the flow 
above the reservoir ? 

Major Garrett. We have a number of reservoirs under construction 
above. 

Mr. Epmonpson. You mean other reservoirs upstream have helped 
but not this particular reservoir ? 

Major Garrett. That is right. I would imagine that is what is 
meant. 

Mr. Epmonpson. You have never before the eonstruction of the 
reservoir had a situation where the river water might go back up- 
stream ¢ 

Major Garrerr. That is right. 

Mr. Dempsey. Senator Neuberger is here. Would you mind per- 
mitting him to testify now, Mr. McGovern, and then we will continue 
with your testimony / 

Mr. McGovern. Fine, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Neupercer. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for your 
courtesy and patience and I particularly want to thank Congressman 
McGovern. I have been here since 10 o'clock and I am very grateful 
for you to permit me to interrupt your hearing on the other project. 

I have a statement with some supplemental material, including a let- 
ter from the Assistant Secretary of the Department of the Interior, 
and rather than read it in full I would ask the forebearance of you 
and your colleagues and your permission that it may be included in the 
record in full and I will just paraphrase it if that is agreeable. 

Mr. Dempsey. That may be done. 

(The statement of Senator Neuberger is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD L. NEUBERGER OF OREGON ON BrRUCES Eppy 
PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate your kind invita- 
tion to appear before the committee today to discuss briefly the inclusion of 
the Bruces Eddy project in the bill now before you. In my opinion, the proposal 
for limited authorization of the Bruces Eddy project is the least desirable aspect 
of a very extensive bill. 

Virtually all the conservation and wildlife organizations in the Nation are in 
opposition to the Bruces Eddy Dam. They oppose Bruces Eddy Dam because 
it would destroy invaluable and irreplaceable fish, wildlife and recreational re- 
sources. I have visited often the Clearwater River region in which the Bruces 
Eddy Dam would be built, and I can attest to the scenic grandeur of the area 
and the need for preserving its unique beauty. 

I would like to call the attention of the committee to the fact that the pro- 
posed authorization of the Bruces Eddy project this year differs in degree from 
its proposed authorization a year ago. This year the proposal provides that 
although the project itself shall be authorized and approved by Congress, no 
funds shall be available for its actual construction until current studies with 
respect to Clearwater River fish and wildlife values are completed. In this 
connection, I would like to bring to the attention of the committee a letter of 
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March 8, 1957, from Mr. Ross Leffler, Assistant Secretary of the Department 
of the Interior in charge of fish and wildlife matters, which was addressed to 
Mr. Ernest Swift, executive director of the National Wildlife Federation. In 
his letter, Mr. Leffler made the following statement in regard to the Interior 
Department study of Clearwater River fish and wildlife resources: “Our final 
report on this phase will not be completed for another 2 years.” I would like to 
have the text of Mr. Leffler’s letter included in the record along with my remarks. 

Inasmuch as the Department of the Interior admits that these studies will 
not be completed for at least 2 years, it seems unnecessary to include in the 
pending bill an authorization for the Bruces Eddy project. If ever there will 
be a time to authorize the Bruces Eddy project, it would be 2 years hence— 
after these reports, prepared at considerable expense to the American tax- 
payers—have been completed, studied, and evaluated. 

The proponents of Bruces Eddy argue that authorization of this project 
would not mean that the dam would be built. They contend that authorization 
will only afford an opportunity for the Corps of Engineers to collect the basic 
engineering data that is required before construction begins and that without 
this information the feasibility of the dam cannot be determined. In taking this 
position they have chosen to overlook the fact that the corps has already sub- 
mitted its recommendations and cost estimates for the project (S. Doc. 51). It 
would appear to be a little late in the game to present this argument for 
authorization, particularly before the Public Works Committees of the Con- 
gress which are charged with the responsibility of assessing and evaluating 
the practicability of river development projects. If the corps has not collected 
sufficient information for development of its engineering plans so that the Con- 
gress may determine feasibility of the project, can reliance be placed on the 
favorable cost-benefit ratios that are now offered in support of the recommenda- 
tions for it? 

We are all aware of the responsibility which the Congress assumes in con- 
sidering the requests for authorization of this high dam. We are aware of 
the fact that this is the time and place to consider whether adequate informa- 
tion has been provided for this purpose. The decision in favor of or against 
authorization must be made by this committee and not at a later date, as indicated 
by the project proponents, when appropriations are requested. The absence 
of complete information on important biological aspects of this question places 
this committee in an unfortunate position and one which fully justifies deferment 
of favorable action on this project until all the facts are available. 

Final reports of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service on the studies of 
big game in the Bruces Eddy project area are nearing completion. Fisheries 
studies by the Fish and Wildlife Service, to reveal the effects of this dam on vital 
commercial and sport fisheries, will not be available until the spring of 1959. 
With the possible serious effects of this dam on the economy of the area, it is 
quite logical for the Congress to postpone final consideration of authorization for 
Bruces Eddy until all of this information is available. Certainly, the Congress 
will not be inclined to accept the argument of the project proponents that authori- 
zation is only a necessary step for the collection of basic information and that 
action of this committee to grant authorization represents little as final congres- 
sional approval of this dam. 

I would also like to point out to members of the committee the concluding para- 
graph in Mr. Leffler’s letter in which he says: ‘The Clearwater River has a great 
fish-producing potential the realization of which would be greatly speeded by a 
rehabilitation program. From surveys conducted by the Service in 1938, it was 
determined that the Clearwater River and tributaries contain more than 14 
million square yards of suitable spawning area for salmon and steelhead.” 

It follows, Mr. Chairman, that if the Bruces Eddy Dam is permitted to choke 
off the spawning grounds of the North Fork of the Clearwater, then no program 
for expanding and rehabilitating the runs of salmon and other migratory fish 
would be possible. I think that members of the committee will be interested to 
know of the progress which is being made to replenish the salmon runs of the 
Columbia River Basin. Large sums of Federal funds have been invested in fish- 
eries programs, and I am glad to report that upstream migration of spring Chinook 
salmon past McNary Dam this year reached a new high mark. Fish-counting 
facilities at McNary Dam showed 73,236 fish passed through the McNary fish- 
ways during April and May. This figure compares with a previous high of 43,544 
fish in 1954. 

Bruces Eddy Dam would wipe out a large portion of the Clearwater’s potential 
for production of migratory fish. Coupled with Penny Cliffs Dam on the Clear- 
water River, which the White House informs me is being considered by the 
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Corps of Engineers, Bruces Eddy Dam would stifle all hopes for reviving and 
improving fish runs of the region. 

Sacrifice of the fish, wildlife, and scenic values of the Clearwater through con- 
struction of Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams would be a wasteful use of 
natural resources. It should be remembered by the committee that the Clear- 
water has experienced serious floods only twice in this century—once in 1933 
and again in 1948. Sound stewardship of our natural resources ealls for elimi- 
nation of Bruces Eddy project from the present bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to include with my statement a statement on effects 
of the proposed dams on the fishery of the Clearwater River and my individual 
views on the Bruces Eddy project which were a part of the Senate Public Works 
committe report of March 25, 1957, on rivers and harbors, beach erosion con- 
trol, and flood-control projects for 1957. 

The material follows: 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 8, 1957. 
Mr. ERNEST SwIFt, 
Ezecutive Director, National Wildlife Federation, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeaR ERNIE: Your letter of February 27 refers to efforts to authorize Bruces 
Eddy Dam, North Fork of Clearwater River, Idaho. This is one of the projects 
included in the omnibus rivers and harbors and flood control bill now being con- 
sidered by the Congress. You ask when studies by this Service on the effects of 
the proposed project on fish and wildlife resources will be completed. 

As you know work in the Clearwater Basin is part of an overall study being 
undertaken in the Middle Snake watershed. With regard to big game in the 
Bruces Eddy area, both the State and this Service have been and still are study- 
ing the problems. You may be aware that the Idaho Fish and Game Depart- 
ment has completed work on mapping logged and burned areas, big game popu- 
lation studies, and harvest data through June 1956. The results of the work are 
published and can be obtained, I believe, through that Department as Pittman- 
Robertson Job Completion Reports W-—112-R-2, jobs, 1, 2, and 3. In this connec- 
tion we are attaching a copy of a newspaper article which appeared in the Lewis- 
ton Morning Tribune for February 13, 1951, which summarizes some of the find- 
ings from the State’s study. Incidentally, it is our understanding that the “pool 
area” mentioned in the P-R reports actually consists of the reservoir plus the 
drainage basins of all side streams flowing into it. 

The work this Service has undertaken on big game is related primarily to some 
browse utilization studies, herd movements, and hunter expenditures in connec- 
tion with the harvest. This work is still going on and we will probably not have 
any data on big game counts within the reservoir area for another month or so. 
We have four men stationed within and immediately adjacent to the impound- 
ment area whose sole work is to make daily observations of movements of elk 
and deer. These men are snowbound and are supplied by parachute drops. In 
some respects it is fortunate that this is an extremely severe winter in order 
that herd movements can be observed under very critical conditions. We are 
informed that this is the hardest winter since 1948—49 for snow, and since 1949— 
50 for cold temperatures. Since March is the most critical month, we are await- 
ing with interest the data which can be collected during this month. 

As you pointed out, curtailment of these studies before the collection of this 
detailed information is completed would hinder the evaluation of the impact of 
the dam. We do expect to be able to issue an interim report containing definite 
conclusions on the effects of Bruces Eddy on elk herds sometime during April 
1957 with the final report to follow some 3 months later. 

With regard to fishery work under the Middle Snake study, this has been con- 
fined to date to the main Salmon River, Middle and South Forks of the Salmon, 
the Lemhi and the central and lower portion of the Pahsimeroi River. We 
have not initiated a fishery study in the Clearwater River Basin under this 
program as yet but we plan to work there this summer. We do expect to be 
able to issue, some time in April 1957, an interim report on the effects of Bruces 
Eddy Dam on fishery resources of the Clearwater River. Our final report on 
this phase will not be completed for another 2 years. The interim report will 
necessarily be based largely on investigation by the Idaho Fish and Game 
Department. 
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As background material on the Clearwater, I would like to bring out that this 
river formerly supported large runs of chinook salmon and steelhead trout, but 
since the construction of the diversion dam of the Washington Water Power 
Co. in 1929, the runs have been greatly depleted. The fish ladder at this dam, 
as originally constructed, was ineffective for chinook salmon because of its poor 
location at the extreme end of the dam where there was little attraction for 
fish, and also because at low water stages the river channel was almost dry from 
the diversion dam to the powerplant tailrace approximately 1144 miles down- 
stream. For 13 years the operation of this dam without adequate provision for 
the passage of fish was responsible more than any other single factor for the 
depletion of the salmon runs in the Clearwater River system. Since additional 
fish ladder facilities were constructed in 1940, there has been a gradual increase 
in the size of summer and fall steelhead runs. Spring steelhead trout have been 
able to negotiate the dam because they arrived at the site during April and May. 
There is still a need for improvements at the dam for passage of summer and 
fall-run fish. In any event, the fishways at Lewiston Dam should be reevaluated 
with a view to passing adult fish without delay. 

For the Clearwater River, complete counts (except for a 60-day period) have 
been made by the Idaho Fish and Game Department since March 22, 1950. Rec- 
ords of upstream counts for the years 1950 through 1955 indicate that steelhead 
trout runs passing this dam varied during this period from 4,202 to 14,175 and 
the chinook salmon counts ranged from 9 to 67 fish. The salmon are probably 
the result of stocking by the Idaho Fish and Game Department from 1947 to 
1953. 

The Clearwater River has a great fish-producing potential the realization of 
which would be greatly speeded by a rehabilitation program. From surveys con- 
ducted by the Service in 1938 it was determined that the Clearwater River and 
tributaries contain more than 14 million square yards of suitable spawning area 
for salmon and steelhead. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ross LEFF_eErR, Assistant Secretary. 





Errects oF PrRoposep DAMS UPON THE ANADROMOUS AND RESIDENT FISHERY 
OF THE CLEARWATER RIVER 


(From the Report of the Idaho Fish and Game Department at the Hearings on 
sruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams, Orofino, Idaho, November 1953) 


The Clearwater River drainage is of major importance as a fishing area. It 
serves as fishing grounds for the fishermen of Latah, Lewis, Nez Perce, Clear- 
water, and Idaho Counties. In addition, many nonresidents, particularly from 
the State of Washington, visit the area annually. These fishermen come in 
quest of both resident and migratory fishes. Random checks over the past several 
years indicate that the number of fishermen using the area has increased an- 
nually. Further increases can be expected in view of increased interest of fisher- 
men from other sections of the State, as well as from anticipated increases in 
population of the area. 

At one time the Clearwater River-was one of the best producers of salmon and 
steelhead of the Snake River drainage. It was probably exceeded only by the 
Salmon River. With the construction of a hydroelectric power dam a few miles 
above the mouth of the river in 1929, the runs of salmon and steelhead were 
destroyed inasmuch as the dam contained inadequate facilities for fish passage. 
In 1939 the fish ladders were improved over this dam. With the improvement 
of such fish-passage facilities, although they were still inadequate in design 
and construction, the steelhead run began building back. The population of 
steelhead has increased to the point where it now provides excellent fishing for 
this species. Of further interest is the fact that the steelhead populations are 
still on the increase (table 1). Continued proper management of these species 
will lead to further increased populations. 
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TABLE 1.—Counts of salmon and steelhead over Lewiston power dam 


Year Salmon | Steelhead 
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In 1947 the State of Idaho started a project to rehabilitate the spring chinook 
fishery in the Clearwater River drainage. The program has been carried on 
annually since that time. The project has cost the State of Idaho $10,500. As is 
the case with many attempts to rehabilitate a spring chinook salmon run, the 
progress has been slow. However, table 1 does indicate that the efforts are show- 
ing some promise of accomplishment. 

The principal spawning areas utilized by steelhead are the North and Middle 
Forks of the Clearwater River, including the Lochsa and Selway Rivers. Some 
utilization was made of the South Fork of the Clearwater River prior to the 
construction of a hydroelectric power dam and the gold dredging activities which 
have been prevalent on this branch of the stream. The gold dredging activities 
seriously depleted the runs due to siltation of the spawning beds. The hydro- 
electric power dam, without fish-passage facilities, completely blocked the run, 
and as a result, the South Fork is presently of little value as a spawning stream. 

It might be stated that the steelhead serves a twofold purpose in providing 
fishing for anglers on the Clearwater River. Matured steelhead are taken on 
their upstream migration and the progeny of the steelhead, usually the 1- and 
2-year-olds, are taken in large numbers prior to and during their seaward migra- 
tion. 

The program of dam construction, as proposed by the Corps of Engineers for 
Clearwater River drainage, would most certainly block and annihilate all runs of 
salmon and steelhead above the point of construction. In fact, it might well be 
that the salmon and steelhead will be almost completely annihilated from the 
entire Clearwater River drainage since there is only a very small portion of the 
river below the proposed damsites that is suitable for spawning purposes. 

The runs of fish entering the Clearwater River cannot be transplanted to other 
streams within the State since there are no suitable streams left unobstructed. 
In fact, if the runs are blocked in the Clearwater River, the Salmon River remains 
the only major salmon and steelhead stream within the State. It would not be 
practical to attempt to transplant the steelhead and salmon fishery from the 
Clearwater to the Salmon River because of the present high populations of these 
species in the Salmon River. It is felt that the fishery of the Salmon River is 
building up and it would be inadvisable to attempt to aid the buildup of this 
population through transplanting the runs from the Clearwater River. 

If dams are constructed on the forks of the Clearwater River, it can be antici- 
pated that the resultant impoundments will be of little value as fish-producing 
bodies of water. In fact, from experience with similar impoundments elsewhere 
in Idaho, it can be anticipated that the impoundments themselves will produce 
less fishing than that portion of the river which will be inundated presently pro- 
vides. The physical characteristics of the areas to be inundated, which will 
provide little shoal area, couples with the annual fluctuation of the reservoir and 
the low-productivity of the water of this drainage, all predict a low fishery 
potential in the proposed impoundments. 

In view of the loss of the sea-run fisheries and the reduced potential of the 
resident fishery if the dams proposed are constructed on the Clearwater River 
drainage, the recreational aspects of the area will be severely damaged. 


INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR RICHARD L. NEUBERGER 


Once again I find it necessary to dissent from the omnibus bill because of the 
inclusion of the Bruces Eddy project on the North Fork of the Clearwater River 
in Idaho. Except for this one project within the Columbia River system, I feel 
that the committee has done a thoroughly competent job under the able leader- 
ship of the distinguished chairman of our Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, 
the senior Senator from Oklahoma, and the distinguished chairman of the full 
committee, the senior Senator from New Mexico. 
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This is a good bill. It will result in developments of inestimable benefit to the 
American people. The projects authorized by it will check disastrous floods, gen- 
erate needed electric power, improve both river and deep-sea navigation, and 
add to the wealth and prosperity of the Nation. All members of the committee 
can take satisfaction from these achievements. 

But in the case of the Bruces Eddy project, I must offer strong objections, 
These are based on the following facts: 

Studies of the effects of this high dam on the vast fish and wildlife re- 
sources of the North Fork of the Clearwater are yet incomplete. Thousands 
of dollars of State and Federal money have been invested in these investiga- 
tions, only to have this committee move ahead with approval for authoriza- 
tion before the final results are available. 

All of the leading conservation organizations in Idaho, the Northwest, and 
throughout the Nation have repeatedly urged that authorization of Bruces 
Eddy be postponed until final studies are made available to the Congress. 
They have been back in their request by P. W. Schneider, director of the 
Oregon State Game Commission; M. T. Hoy, Oregon State fisheries director ; 
John A. Biggs, director, Washington State Game Department; and Ross 
Leonard, director of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Telegrams 
of protest from these people and dozens of others are in the files of our 
committee. 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service is now conducting big-game studies 
on the North Fork of the Clearwater. Results will be available by July. Current 
weather reports from the Clearwater country indicate that this is the hardest 
winter since 1948-49 for snow and since 1949-50 for temperature. This is im- 
portant since severe weather conditions are needed to get an accurate appraisal 
of elk and deer concentrations in the wintering area which would be affected by 
Bruces Eddy Dam. The mild weather of last winter was unfavorablie for game 
studies because animals were scattered and conditions were far from typical of 
those of critical seasons, like that of 1948-49, when the deer and elk dieoffs were 
extremely heavy. 

Fishery studies of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game have shown that 
severe losses would be suffered by the native trout and steelhead fisheries of the 
Clearwater if Bruces Eddy Dam is built. Fish and Wildlife Service studies on 
the North Fork fisheries are incomplete, although the stream is known to have 
a tremendous potential for production of salmon and steelhead. No authorization 
should be made in the absence of complete information from these Fish and 
Wildlife Service investigations. 

In my opinion, this proposed project will do far more harm than good, if ever 
built. 

Its gains in power and flood control will be at the expense of a priceless asset 
belonging to all the American people—one of the last great timbered upland 
wildernesses remaining in our land. Lost will be irreplaceable values in fisheries, 
wildlife, scenery, and recreational areas. 

This region is not known to me merely through vicarious experiences. I know 
it intimately and well. My wife and I have camped in it, hiked in it, and ridden 
through it. I spent many weeks there gathering background material for my 
writings on the Lewis and Clark Expedition, for this is indeed the final surviv- 
ing solitude along the trail of those first of all westbound Americans. I cite 
this personal familiarity simply to forestall the inevitable argument that I am 
expressing the views and advice of others, rather than relying upon my own 
knowledge. 

I should also note, however, that dozens of communications have been received 
by both me and the committee from people within the Clearwater drainage who 
are vigorously opposed to this untimely authorization of Bruces Eddy. 

The basic facts involved in the Bruces Eddy controversy have not changed 
since the project was included in a bill passed by the 84th Congress but vetoed by 
the President. My individual views in the committee report on that bill covered 
the subject adequately and still apply. I have brought this information up to 
date for inclusion in the present report. 


WHY SACRIFICE STEELHEAD AND ELK OF THE CLEARWATER? 


The proposal for Bruces Eddy Dam on the North Fork of the Clearwater 
River is a grave threat to fish, wildlife, and wilderness resources. 

From its hundreds of miles of dashing mountain streams to its snowcapped 
alpine peaks, every acre of the Clearwater’s back country is an outdoors man’s 


- 


— of hee 


— 


m: 
vo 
bu 


Ur 
mé 
on 


d 


s 


ie 


PS 
at 

st 

n- 
al 
Dv 
ne 
of 
re 


at 
he 
on 
ve 
on 
nd 


yer 


set 
ind 


ies, 


Ow 
den 
my 
viv- 
cite 

am 
ywn 


ved 
who 


iged 
1 by 
pred 
p to 


rater 


pped 
1an’s 


FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 223 


paradise. Thousands of elk, mule and white-tailed deer, herds of mountain goats 
and remnant bands of bighorn sheep, black bear, coyote, cougar and many other 
animals of the Northern Rocky Mountains are still to be found living here under 
natural conditions. Nowhere in the United States can one find a richer combina- 
tion of vast primitive areas and abounding wildlife. Thousands of people who 
have visited here recognize this as one of our country’s last frontiers where wil- 
derness living can be enjoyed at its very best. 

There is little wonder that the late Bernard DeVoto, renowned conservationist 
and writer who traveled so extensively over our public lands of the West, con- 
sidered this his favorite mountain “stamping grounds.” His love for the Clear- 
water country is shared by people throughout the Nation. 

Bruces Eddy would flood out 49 miles of the North Fork of the Clearwater 
River, in the very heart of this area. Proposed as a flood control and hydro- 
electric facility, the fluctuating water levels and silt-covered shorelines of its 
reservoir would destroy forever the great beauty of one of the most scenic moun- 
tain canyons and magnificent trout streams of the West. 

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game has stated: 

“The program of dam construction, as proposed by the Corps of Engineers for 
the Clearwater River drainage, would most certainly block and annihilate all 
runs of salmon and steelhead above the point of construction. In fact, it might 
well be that the salmon and steelhead will be almost completely annihilated from 
the entire Clearwater River drainage since there is only a very small portion of 
the river below the proposed dam sites that is suitable for spawning purposes.” 

These remarks were made in reference to Bruces Eddy and its companion proj- 
ect which is proposed for the Middle Fork of the Clearwater River at the Penny 
Cliffs site. The official reports remove all doubts as to the fate of the fisheries 
with the proposed river development by continuing : 

“If dams are constructed on the forks of the Clearwater River, it can be antici- 
pated that the resultant impoundments will be of little value as fish-producing 
waters. In fact, from experience with similar impoundments in Idaho, it can 
be anticipated that the reservoirs will produce less fishing than that portion of 
the inundated river presently provides.” 

In 1955, over 42,000 trout were taken by anglers on the North Fork of the 
Clearwater. Of these, 60 percent were spawned by steelhead, which would be 
completely destroyed by the 570-foot Bruces Eddy Dam because there is no prac- 
tical method for passing sea-run fish over an obstruction of this vast height. 

The total commercial harvest of steelhead trout and chinook salmon of the 
Columbia represents more than $17 million worth of business annually. The 
Clearwater’s steelhead fishery is a contributor to this commercial catch. It also 
contributes heavily to sport fisheries. 

On the lower Rouge River in Oregon, anglers spend $1,300,000 fishing for sal- 
mon in a single year—$102 for every fish caught. Since improvement of fish pas- 
sageways at Lewiston, the runs of steelhead into the Clearwater have increased 
each year in size. In the period from July 1, 1954—June 30, 1955, 14,175 of these 


sea-run trout were passed over the low downstream dam near Lewiston, an in- 
crease from 3,693 fish in 1950. 


GAME AS WELL AS FISH THREATENED 


The big game herds of the Clearwater country are world famous. Its elk, 
numbering over 25,000, make up what is probably the largest herd in the world. 
People come from every State to see and hunt these animals, and the herd pro- 
vides 10 percent of the total hunter take within the United States. In 1954, 
more than 4,700 elk were taken by over 15,000 hunters. 

The herd of elk on the Clearwater can possibly be sustained under careful 
management, but only if the present critical winter ranges are not further re- 
stricted. If dams are built, thousands of acres of low valley ranges, where the 
animals now concentrate during the hard winters, may be flooded out. Natural 
migration routes may be seriously obstructed, or made into death traps for ani- 
mals that venture out on the treacherous winter ice which will cover the reser- 
voirs. Results of the current Fish and Wildlife Service study of big game distri- 
bution on the North Fork of the Clearwater should be in hand before final con- 
sideration is given to the authorization of Bruces Eddy. 

A memorandum which has been made a part of the record on this matter, shows 
United States Forest Service and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game esti- 
mates of big game populations within the Clearwater Basin. This report, based 
on the best information available, indicates that a large part of the deer and 
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elk of the North Fork drainage spend the winter within or on ranges contiguous 
to the area which would be inundated by Bruces Eddy Dam. In the severe winter 
of 1948-49, thousands of the Clearwater elk and deer died from starvation. Some 
roads were so littered with carcasses that they had to be hauled off in trucks for 
disposal. Now it is proposed that a large part of the vital winter ranges of 
the North Fork be completely destroyed without giving the Federal wildlife 
agency time to complete its studies to determine the effects of the dam on the 
big-game herds. As indicated previously, big game counts on these low-valley 
winter ranges must be made during seasons of heavy snow and severe condi- 
tions. A true picture of distribution of the animals cannot be obtained during 
mild winters of the kind we have experienced in the past few years. 

Opposition to proposals for the Bruces Eddy Dam has been registered by all 
of the national and regional conservation organizations. At the State level, the 
Idaho Wildlife Federation, representing both the organizations within the Clear- 
water drainage and those from other sections of the State, has offered strong pro- 
tests to both the private company and the Corps of Engineers’ plans for building 
these high dams on the Clearwater. Other groups which have expressed their 
opposition to Bruces Eddy Dam include the Idaho Outdoor Association, the 
Oregon Wild Life Federation, the Oregon Division of the Izaak Walton League 
of America, the Izaak Walton League of America, Inec., the National Wildlife 
Federation, the Wilderness Society, the Wildlife Management Institute, the 
National Parks Association, the Sierra Club, the National Hikers and Campers 
Association, the National Audubon Society, Citizens Committee on Natural 
Resources, Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, Sport Fishing Institute, and 
the Outdoor Writers Association of America. Each of these groups has urged 
postponement of authorization of this project until wildlife studies are completed. 

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game, the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Idaho Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit, the Oregon State Game 
and Fish Commissions have stated that the Bruces Eddy Dam may have serious 
effects on wildlife. Several of these agencies have urged in their communica- 
tions to this committee that the biological investigations, now underway, be 
completed before the authorization of this project is considered. Such studies 
would serve to demonstrate the effects of these dams on fish and game and the 
millions of dollars of income that accrue from recreational uses of this wilder- 
ness. Once destroyed, these values cannot be replaced. 


A NEW CONTROVERSY 





CONFLICT OVER CLEARWATER IS NOT 


The Clearwater dams are not new to the Congress. A bill introduced in May 
1954 to authorize both Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams at a cost of $309 
million died in the House Public Works Committee. During this session of Con- 
gress, conservation groups of Idaho, the Pacific Northwest and from over the 
Nation have fought against proposals for inclusion of Bruces Eddy in the omni- 
bus bill, S. 497. Similar protests were voiced to the Federal budget requests for 
appropriations to start construction of this unauthorized project. In 1954, the 
Federal Power Commission received protests from over 400 individuals and 
organizations who opposed the granting of a preliminary permit for this project to 
the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

Conservationists have pointed to alternate dam sites on the Snake River, 
above its confluence with the Salmon, as the logical place for development of the 
storage and power facilities which are needed on the Middle Snake River. High 
Hells Canyon Dam is the best of these. Recent debate on this project leaves 
little doubt in anyone’s mind that opponents of the high dam are counting on 
Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs to make up for the 2,880,000 acre-feet of storage, 
which cannot be provided by the Idaho Power Co.’s substitute proposal for three 
low dams. By doing this, they are writing off one of our Nation’s richest wildlife 
and recreational areas. This sacrifice will be made in deference to the selfish 
interests of the private power company. The administration’s current partner- 
ship plan for development of Bruces Eddy would serve these interests very 
profitably and neatly. 

RICHARD LL, NEUBERGER, 
United States Senator, Oregon, 

Marcu 25, 1957. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like, if I may, to ask a question, if you will 
permit me, of the representative of the Corps of Army Engineers 


who is present in the room. 
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Major, is it not correct that the so-called 308 report is the basic 
study made of projects in the Columbia River Basin by the Corps 
of Army Engineers? Is that correct ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Is it likewise true that the 308 report, as it is 
called euphemistically, contains a recommendation by the Corps of 
Army Engineers for a high dam at Hells Canyon? Is that correct? 

Major Garrerr. The 1948 report, sir, did contain such a recommen- 
dation. 

Senator Neupercer. And that same report contains a recommenda- 
tion for construction of Bruces Eddy Dam. Is that correet ? 

Major Garrerr. No, sir. The Bruces Eddy project was recom- 
mended for construction in Senate Document 51. 

Senator Neupercer. That was a later report ? 

Major Garrerr. That is right. 

Senator Neusercer. But the 1948 report of the Army engineers 
recommended construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon? 

Major Garrerr. That is correct. 

Senator Neuspercer. The reason I seek to make that point is this 

Mr. Dempsey. Senator, the Canyon project should be heard in In- 
terior. 

Senator Neupercer. I understand. I wanted to make that point 
because of this: The Congressman from New York, if I am not mis- 
taken, emphasized the fact that the Bruces Eddy project had been 
recommended by the Army engineers after they had taken all facts 
into consideration. 

I think there are many additional facts which would impel a Mem- 
ber of Congress not to go along with the recommendation of the Corps 
of Army Engineers, no matter how much all of us might esteem their 
engineering ability and foresight, as you and I do. 

Mr. McGrecor. We should object if he is attempting to justify 
Bruces Eddy. That is not a subject before this committee and we 
have no jurisdiction over the activities of the committee considering 
the subject. 

Senator Neupercer. I hope you will allow me to make my point, 
Mr. McGregor, and my point is this: 

Just as one Member of Congress might disregard a recommendation 
of the Corps of Army Engineers because of the fact that a private 
utility company proposed to use that particular stretch of river, so 
might another Member of Congress disregard a recommendation of 
the Corps of Army Engineers because certain fish and wildlife values 
were intruded into the situation, That is the only point I seek to 
make, 

Mr. McGrecor. If you are familiar with the activities of the Public 
Works Committee, which I am sure you are, you can find many in- 
stances which are similar and which are under our jurisdiction rather 
than going into the subject of Hells Canyon. 

Senator NeuperGer. The Senator from Idaho was here earlier. He 
has taken a different position from mine, which is his right, on the 
a ‘es Eddy project. 

I seek to have the record show that in the case of the Hells Canyon 
project he disregarded a recommendation of the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers, whereas in the Bruces Eddy project he stresses the point we 
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should not deviate from a recommendation of the Corps of Army 
Engineers. 

I submit to you the fact that Members of the House of Representa- 
tives and Members of the Senate, in many instances, will disregard 
recommendations of the Corps of Army Engineers if other factors en- 
ter the situation. 

At Hells Canyon it happens to be a private utility company’s in- 
terest. At Bruces Eddy it is the fish and wildlife situation. That is 
your right; it is my right. That is the only point I seek to make on 
the record. 

Mr. Batpwrn. I don’t suppose any of us in this committee have uni- 
formly 100 percent followed the Corps of Engineers’ recommendations 
on everything. You do not maintain you follow the Corps of Engi- 
neers’ recommendations either for or against on every project. 

Senator Neusercer. I certainly do not. 

Mr. Batpwin. You maintain at least the right of any of us, Senate 
or House, to take our own position on every project. 

Senator Neupercer. Correct. The only point I would disagree on 
was this: The Senator from Idaho, the distinguished member of your 
committee from New York, laid great stress on the fact that the 
Corps of Army Engineers recommended this project at Bruces Eddy. 
I merely sought to establish for the record that the Senator from Idaho 
himself has disregarded the Corps of Engineers’ recommendation at 
Hells Canyon, which certainly is his right, as I think it is our right to 
disregard it at Bruces Eddy. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is applicable to every member of this commit- 
tee. We sometimes agree and sometimes disagree with the corps. 

Senator Neusercer. I sought to establish that in the record of this 
particular hearing. 

Mr. Mack. Are you saying that Senator Dworshak during the Sen- 
ate vote on Hells Canyon voted against building that dam by the Fed- 
eral Government? Is that where he shows his interest in Hells 
Canyon ? 

Where has Senator Dworshak expressed himself on Hells Canyon? 

Senator Neusercer. He has been a leading opponent of the Federal 
high dam at Hells Canyon, which is certainly his right. I would not 
challenge that right for one minute. 

Mr. Mack. I am not familiar with his position on Hells Canyon. 

Senator Neupercer. He is opposed to the Federal high dam at Hells 
Canyon. That is his right. I merely seek to show that at that par- 
ticular point in his State he is opposed to a recommendation of the 
Army Corps. 

Mr. Mack. Hells Canyon never has been before this committee. 

Senator Neupercer. I understand. 

Mr. Mack. Something that happened in the Truman administration 
long ago sent the bill to the Public Lands Committee, now Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee, rather than to the Public Works Com- 
mittee. In two Democratic administrations and one Republican ad- 
ministration the Public Lands Committee refused to take any action 
to authorize the project so far as the House was concerned. 

Senator Neusercer. The only point I seek to make, Mr. Mack, is 
this: The Army engineers made basic studies of projects in the Colum- 
bia Basin. Then later on the Bureau of Reclamation, Corps of Army 
Engineers, divided up jurisdiction over particular projects, and under 
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the Bureau of Reclamation came those projects where it might be 
possible to use supplemental water for irrigation. That was how they 
were divided up. 

The basic study of projects that were feasible from the construc- 
tion standpoint was made by the Corps of Army Engineers and sub- 
mitted in the so-called 308 report. 

Mr. Mack. Hells Canyon should have come before this committee 
in my estimation. General Pick, testifying before our committee, 
said there was no reclamation in Hells Canyon project. It was shown 
that nonetheless the Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of the 
Interior declared it was a reclamation project. 

Mr. Dempesry. Let us get back on the Bruces Eddy project. 

Senator Neupercer. I have no desire to belabor the Hells Canyon 
project other than to establish that particular principle. 

I want to point out that Senator Dworshak made the point that he 
as the Senator from Idaho could not continue to advocate Bruces 
Eddy if the fish and wildlife reports were adverse. 

I think there are many instances where Congress must step in and 
overrule pursely local considerations, particularly with respect to the 
relatively few natural resources which remain in our possession. 

Let me explain what I mean. We have had many situations in re- 
cent years where the people in a particular locality haive wanted a 
project despite its adverse impact on what might be called scenic, 
recreational and wildlife values. That occurred at the so-called Echo 
Park project in the Dinosaur National Monument. 

We recently had a controversy in my own State where leading 
lumbermen wanted a wilderness area in the national forest diminished 
in size so they could log that area. 

In that particular locality in my State virtually all the lumbermen, 
including ardent supporters of mine, wanted that Three Sisters wilder- 
ness area cut down in size. 

Some of us in the Congress representing the national interest had to 
take the position that the long range protection of scenery and outdoor 
recreation for the American people for generations to come was 
superior to that particular local interest. 

That is the point I am seeking to emphasize regarding the Bruces 
Eddy Dam and the Penny Cliffs Dam. 

These two projects are in the State of Idaho, but I am very much 
familiar with them. Mrs. Neuberger and I have camped all through 
that area. I would say it is the greatest timber wilderness realm that 
remains in the United States today. 

If you authorize the Bruces Eddy project, inevitably the Penny 
Cliffs project will come along soon afterward. 

In a recent letter Senator Murray received from Mr. Anderson, one 
of the assistants to the President of the United States, he coupled the 
Penny Cliffs project and Bruces Eddy project together. They are in 
the same watershed. They are tied together. If the two of them are 
built you will have destroyed, in my opinion, what is the greatest wil- 
derness realm remaining in our country today. 

There is great confusion in that whole area over whether Bruces 
Eddy will be a Federal project or a partnership project. 

Senator Dworshak now says it will be a Federal project. 

During our hearings before the Senate committee one of the wit- 
nesses he presented, the mayor of Orofino, laid great stress on his own 
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support of the project on the basis it would be a partnership under- 
taking. 

I would oppose it whether it is a partnership or Federal project. 

Mr. McGrecor. How many miles is it from Bruces Eddy to Penny 
Cliffs? 

Senator Neuspercer. I would say around 38. or 40 miles between 
Orofino and Kooskia, the two communities. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is it mountainous area ? 

Senator Neusercer. Along the river it is at water level, but other- 
wise there are high timbered mountain ranges between the North and 
Middle Forks. 

Between the Middle Fork and particularly the Selway-Lochsa Fork 
of the Middle Fork which is farther north, there lies the low, low 
trail, the most famous trail in the Pacific Northwest. It was along 
the low, low trail that Lewis and Clark came down into the Columbia 
Basin. 

The low, low trail commands the heights above the Clearwater. It 
is the only place between St. Louis and the Pacific Ocean that you 
can see the original trail of Lewis and Clark. Everything else is 
settled by highw: ays and communities. 

I believe that as long as this controversy remains over the fisheries 
in the Clearwater and over the survival of the elk, and beyond that of 
putting a reservoir into this area, that this project should not be 
authorized. 

I was impressed by the point made by Mr. Blatnik when he said if 
you authorize it under the conditions in the Senate bill, and I oppose 
that bill for this reason, if you authorize it under those conditions the 
Public Works Committee surrenders its prerogatives to review what- 
ever has developed concerning survival of the elk and fisheries. It 
becomes merely a matter for the Appropriations Committees, and you 
sacrifice your substantive review over this project. 

I submit to you that its impact on wildlife and scenery and on the 
wilderness certainly i is part of the Public Works C ommittee’s review 
of this particular situation. 

Mr. Mack. Were you here when Mr. Baldwin suggested an amend- 
ment to Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator Neupercer. I believe I had left for the Senate rollcall. 

Mr. Mack. I ask that Mr. Baldwin discuss his proposal relative 
to keeping jurisdiction over fish and wildlife in the Public Works 
Committee rather than in the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Bauipwry. Senator Dworshak testified orally that he was in 
favor of not taking any action toward actually appropriating funds 
for this project until these fish and wildlife reports had been sub- 
mitted to Congress and had been revalued. 

As far as wording in the bill is concerned it did not provide time 
for evaluation. I asked him if he would have any objection if we modi- 
fied that to provide Public Works Committees of the House and Senate 
with an opportunity to evaluate it before any action is taken. 

As I understand his oral testimony he said he would have no objec- 
tion to such a modification. 

Senator Neusercer. My position would be this: I would be op- 
posed to any authorization of Bruces Eddy under any circumstances 
at the present time. 
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My own feeling, and I am a member of the Public Works Committee 
in the Senate so I have some collateral interest with the Members of 
the House, once you will start in the so-called provisional estimates 
there is no ending. 

For example, we have several what might be called controversial 
projects on the seacoast of the State of Oregon, which the Army 
engineers have indicated might be more feasible if certain pulp plants 
are built to increase the tonnage which would come in. 

I could go before the Senate Public Works Committee and ulti- 
mately hope it would come before your committee that these projects 
on the Oregon seacoast would be authorized when and if certain pulp 
plants are built and certain sawmills are built to increase the tonnage 
toa certain potential figure. 

It seems to me as long as there is a reasonable doubt of the advisa- 
bility of this project because of its potentially adverse impact on fish 
and wildlife and outdoor recreation that it should not be authorized. 

It seems to me time enough to authorize it when these studies are 
submitted and when they can be evaluated. 

If I am not mistaken that is the way all other projects are handled. 
You do not authorize them until beyond a reasonable doubt the 
proiects are feasible and advisable. That is my opinion. 

Mr. McGrecor. Did you vote for this bill in the Senate ? 

Senator Nevsercer. [ voted for it after I had introduced an amend- 
ment on the Senate floor to strike out the Bruces Eddy project and 
after I had introduced an amendment in this committee, in the Sen- 
ate Public Works Subcommittee and full committee, to strike that out. 

Mr. McGrecor. I understood you to say a moment ago you Were not 
in accord with any provisional proposals that if and after certain 
things were done you would favor it. 

Senator Nevusercer. The record will show I said I opposed the bill, 
at least this particular phase of the bill, and I made the effort to amend 
the bill as you see it, but I voted for the bill on final passage. That is 
done all the time. 

Mr. McGreeor. I am not referring to the Bruces Eddy case in this 
instance. Your point possibly is well taken that you do not want to 
authorize if and when certain things are done. 

If you voted for S. 497 on page 39 you voted for this— 

The project for flood protection on Tug Fork of Big Sandy River at William- 
son, W. Va., is hereby authorized in accordance with plans to be prepared by 
the Chief of Engineers, at an estimated cost of $660,000. 

The plans were not even prepared on that project and no appropria- 
tion, and yet you voted for it. 

Senator Neusercer. I am not as familiar with that as I am with 
Bruces Eddy. 

Let me say this: I still do not think that is comparable to the highly 
controversial reports which are yet to be submitted on Bruces Eddy. 
I know of no controversy which occurred in the committee over this 
particular project. There may have been some controversy but I was 
very faithful in my attendance at all committee meetings and I do not 
recall it. 

As far as voting for a bill on final passage, we had agricultural ap- 
propriation bill before us last night in the Senate and many of us 
supported varying amendments, many of which failed. 
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It was unanimous, if I am not mistaken, when the bill finally was 
adopted on final passage, so I do not think that is something unprece- 
dented. 

Mr. McGrecor. You were objecting to the Bruces Eddy project with 
this proviso in it. If and when survey is complete, I understood you 
to say you were not in accord with those provisos. Yet you voted 
for that one when the amendment was brought up on the floor of the 
Senate. You voted for the amendment and final passage of the bill, 
or at least you were not recorded as not voting for the amendment. 

Senator Neusercer. I will say that I agree that is not the best pro- 
cedure. I would prefer not to vote for projects in that way. 

I know of no comparable controversy which surrounded this parti- 
cular project in West Virginia in any way parallel to that which sur- 
rounds the Bruces Eddy project. 

The chairman of the committee mentioned that he had received pro- 
tests over this from nearly every State in the Union, which I do not 
think is in any way parallel to this project in West Virginia. I heard 
of no controversy surrounding it. 

Because the Senator from Idaho did present to the committee these 
two conflicting maps about the presence of elk in the pool behind the 
proposed dam, I would like to ask that a letter from Missoula, Mont., 
dated September 15, 1954, signed by Mr. Floyd Iverson, assistant re- 
gional forester of the United States Forest Service, which clarifies 
both these maps and the conflict between them as to the presence of elk, 
and gives the elk count in the various ranges, be included in the record 
of your hearing. It is not long. 

Mr. Demresry. Without objection that may be done. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


MissouLta, Mont., September 15, 1954. 
MEMORANDUM TO FOREST SUPERVISORS 
BITTERROOT, CLEARWATER, LOLO, NEZ PERCE, AND ST. JOE 


Forest, district, regional, and Washington offices may be requested to furnish 
information concerning elk and deer population estimates within the North 
Fork and Middle Fork drainages of the Clearwater River. This is in relation 
to the proposed Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dams. 

In order that a full understanding of these estimates may be had, the fol- 
lowing brief explanation of elk and deer population estimates is provided for 
your use: Overall elk and deer population estimates have been agreed upon with 
Mr. Harry Palmer, supervisor, district No. 2, Idaho State Fish and Game Depart- 
ment. The total estimate is 28,500 elk and 10,800 deer for the North Fork and 
Middle Fork drainages. Forest and district estimates agree with the general 
total estimate. The total elk estimate was agreed upon through kill figures 
obtained from hunter checking stations in 1953. The kill of 4,500 elk during 
the dry hunting season of 1953 in the rough, remote Clearwater drainage means 
that there are a lot of elk within this drainage, and that Forest Service estimates 
were decidedly conservative. Therefore, our estimates have been increased, 
especially in the Middle Fork drainage of the Clearwater. In addition, an excel- 
lent calf crop is reported within the entire drainage. 

In our memorandum of August 12, elk and deer population estimates as related 
to the proposed Bruces Eddy Dam on the North Fork of the Clearwater and 
the projosed Penny Cliffs Dam on the Middle Fork of the Clearwater were 
presented as follows: 
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The above estimates should be used in all information releases. Explanation 
of the four area estimates of the North Fork and Middle Fork drainages is as 
follows: 

Elk and deer estimates of the North Fork outside and below the forest boundary 
are made entirely by the State of Idaho. Only 2,400 acres of national-forest 
land is involved in the flowage area of the proposed Bruces Eddy Dam on the 
North Fork. Elk and deer estimates above forest boundaries on the North Fork 
agreed exactly with State estimates, and no revision of Forest Service estimates 
was required. 

Elk and deer estimates on the Middle Fork drainage below the high pool area 
include the entire country contiguous to and within side drainages of the high 
pool area of the proposed Penny Cliffs Dam. An estimate of 10,700 elk and 
1,500 deer is made for the country adjacent to the projosed high pool area. Our 
district estimates do not add up to this total. However, elk and deer migrations 
in winter from adjacent upcountry districts make these estimates possible, since 
game movements downstream in winter do occur. Therefore, our estimate is 
17,500 elk and 3,000 deer for the entire Middle Fork, with the real possibility 
of 10,700 elk and 1,500 deer using all the winter ranges adjacent to the flowage 
area of the proposed Penny Cliffs Dam. 

The above estimates are not for the proposed flowage area itself, as explained 
above. 
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iLoYyD IVERSON, 
Assistant Regionai Forester, United States Forest Service. 

Mr. McGrecor. What is your feeling between the different reports 
Senator Dworshak gave us and these other letters we have received ? 

Senator NEUBERGER. [ once wrote an article for the Saturday Even- 
ing Post about the technique of counting wild animals. 

‘In the course of that I went out wit h people counting big game in 
the United States and British Columbia. It was a fascinating exper- 
ience. I learned a great deal. I also learned I cannot snowshoe long 
distances. 

With respect to counting big game animals you can get almost any 
kind of a count you want “depending upon how intensively it is con- 
ducted, what time of year it is conducted, and under the climatic con- 
ditions you search for. 

Animals are not subject to the discipline we impose upon ourselves 
under our society. 
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On the Clearwater I could find many elk depending on the number 
of counters, whether they have low-flying airplanes, whether there 
was snow on the ground, whether there was poor forage on the high 
places up above and they were driven down into the basin, and so 
forth. 

The only thing is this: After 2 years of study by the Fish and Wild- 
life Service, in whom we have great confidence, we will have a little 
more expert and accurate information on this. 

But something as mercurial and as unsubject to routinization as big 
game animals you can get any count you want. I have seen many elk 
inthat area. It isa magnificent sight. 

Mr. McGrecor. Did they use local people to help them or did some- 
one go out from W ashington to make the survey ? 

Senator NEUBERGER. Tt is my understanding when the survey is 
made it is made by employees of the various cooperating State and 
Federal agencies. That is my understanding. 

The Idaho State Game Commission, the Federal Forest Service 
and Federal Fish and Wildlife Service might have some local people 
help them who are known to the game w: ardens or the district rangers, 
but it is mainly conducted by people i in that area 

These are very wild areas. You can easily cret lost in there. It 
takes people who know the site ain. 

Mr. McGreeor. Yet we have reports from Senator Dworshak from 
two local groups, State and local groups, and there was such a variance 
I wondered whether or not you would care to comment on it. 

You said you thought we should wait until this other survey was 
taken. You did not commit yourself relative to the correctness of 
either of the reports. I would like to have your views as to their 
correctness. 

Senator Neusercer. I believe there are a substantial number of elk 
who would have their winter feeding grounds flooded out by the pool 
behind the Bruces Eddy Dam. 

I am not a biologist, I am not a game warden. I give a layman’s 
opinion. I have been in that area and talked to many people. My mail 
from that area is preponderantly opposed to that dam. 

There are many men there employed at high and steady wages. 
Despite that my correspondence has been preponderantly against the 
construction of this dam. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I am interested in the project economics on the 
question of flood control, and the estimate of the Army engineers there 
will be $1,747,000 in annual benefits in flood prevention in this area 
served by Bruces E ddy Dam. Can you tell me what the alternative is 
to flood control in that area if this dam is not constructed ? 

Senator Nevusercer. I happen to represent the State that is most 
affected by the floods that occur on the Clearwater. The high water 
on the Clearwater does not cause floods in Idaho but mainly on the 
lower Columbia which mainly affects the State of Oregon. 

Naturally we in Oregon and in the State of Washington, in the dis- 
trict Congressman Mack represents on the lower Columbia, we would 
like to see that storage because it would not only be advantageous from 
the standpoint of flood control but it would help firm up the power 
production of dams like Bonneville, McNary, John Day when eventu- 
ally it is built, so there would be twin benefits to my State and Con- 
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gressman Mack’s State in flood-control benefits and in firming up pow- 
er production. 

Certainly I want to say that I have had some protests from people in 
the flood plain, from Portland down to Astoria. It is not wholly an 
unmixed situation with my own constituents. Many of them feel I 
am not taking the proper position as a representative of the State of 
Oregon. 

However, I have this feeling, and I have it very intensively: Only 
a century and a half has passed since Lewis and Clark came down the 
low, low trail with our flag. In that period no country has so destroyed 
its natural resources as we have. 

The great forests of the Lake States have been laid bare. We pol- 
luted our rivers. We have torn off the topsoil, most of the great big 
game animals gone. A few hundred grizzlies are left. The elk herd 
is the only large elk herd left in the United States. 

I feel we have some obligation to people in the future to leave some 
places as Lewis and Clark saw them. This happens to be the only 
place between St. Louis and the sea which is still the way it was when 
the first westbound Americans came. 

To me that is more important than the flood-control benefits and the 
power benefits. 

Maybe 50 years from now when there are other people here in the 
Congress our country will so desperately need power, or reoccuring 
floods may be tragic, that they will take a calculated risk here. 

I do not want to get into the Hells Canyon controversy because I 
was somewhat rebuked by the chairman for doing it earlier. But 
there are 4 million acre-feet of flood control and we are losing most of 
that. 

There are other places, perhaps in Canada, if we ever reach a solu- 
tion with the Canadian Government, that they will store a great deal 
of the floodwater that now comes down the Columbia. The Columbia 
and the Snake are the two great basins there. 

I would rather see some risk of floods. I would rather see somewhat 
less power production than to see the great north Idaho wilderness 
area commercially invaded, to see those fisheries wiped out, and the elk 
herd impaired. That is a calculated decision with me. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I appreciate the Senator’s views. 

Mr. McGrecor. I am amazed at your position on this phase and 
subject, Senator Neuberger. Seemingly the wildlife question is very 
debatable. Some local groups say it is not there. 

Then you say you are in favor of that position retaining wildlife 
when we have a benefit-cost ratio of 2.01 to 1 and an annual benefit in 
flood control of $1,747,000, navigation $537,000, power $8,175,000, rec- 
reation $36,000, which makes a total of $10,495,000. 

You are opposing those benefits in order to, as you say, protect 
an unknown number of elk, and so forth ? 

Senator Neusercer. Some things, Congressman, are not subject to 
the measurement of benefit-cost ratio. 

We in the Congress and the offices in the Corps of Army Engineers 
can measure the pouring of concrete and measure reservoirs. 

The reason the wildlife is debatable is because it is something which 
cannot be measured as benefit-cost ratios are measured. 

I would hate to think that the only measurement we have in this 
country is benefit-cost ratio. 
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If it were I think we would have built the Echo Park Dam and the 
Dinosaur National Monument. 

Mr. MoGregor. If we were all of the same opinion, how would 
people get their electricity ? 

We in Ohio did away with many of the things we personally liked 
in order to take care of our people and give them services which we 
thought they were entitled to. 

Senator Neusercer. There are great sites in the Columbia Basin 
where we can get far more power, for example, than at Bruces Eddy. 
They are subject to controversy today. 

One of them is Hells Canyon. Another one is John Day. Both of 
them have so much more power than is involved here there is no com- 
parison. Each has over 1 million kilowatts as compared with 240,000 
kilowatts here. They are involved in political controversy. 

Mr. McGrecor. When you cannot get a whole loaf it is better to 
take a half loaf. 

Senator Neupercer. I would hate to think that bect ause particular 
sites are involved, we have to take a site with only 25 percent as much 
power that will do all the damage I have cited to tint little remains 
of the original American wilderness. 

Mr. McGrecor. We all enjoy wilderness, but anyone who has lived 
in the flood area knows what it means to be flooded from their homes. 
I am surprised at you, Senator Neuberger, taking the position that 
you will retain that woods area and jeopardize the lives of some of 
the people who are in that flood area. You are jeopardizing the lives 
of the people in that area when you oppose a flood program that would 
protect them. 

Senator Neusercer. I am not jeopardizing the lives of people, and 
l regret very much that you make that inference. 

I might say to you, and I have not said this, I might say to anybody 
opposing Hells Canyon, which is a greater flood- control project than 
this, that they are jeopardizing the ‘lives of people more. 

Mr. McGrecor. Hells Canyon is not before our committee, You are 
jeopardizing the lives of people in that area when you oppose this 
flood project. 

Senator Nevusercer. It is not fair for you to say to me I am Jeop- 
ardizing people’s lives because I happen to take a little different con 
sideration on a flood-control project. 

You mean anybody who opposes a flood-control project takes the 
position that he is willing to imperil human life ? 

Mr. McGrecor. I think this, and I have opposed a lot of flood-con- 
trol projects—I realize when a flood-control project is brought before 
this committee and we turn it down we are making ourselves vulnerable 
to the charge that we are jeopardizing the lives of people in that area, 
and I live in the Ohio Basin and we have a lot of floods. 

Senator Neupercer. I have never flinched from the fact that in op- 
posing Bruces Eddy I opposed a project which has storage of 1,433,000 
acre-feet. I have not denied that anywhere, including here before 
your committee. 

I think all of us, when we consider these projects, take different 
values into consideration. You might take one and I might take 
another. 

I again return to the one thing that I think we in the Congress 
have some duty to protect, and that is to protect what little remains 
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of the whole general outdoor recreational resource of the American 
og That is important, too, and there is very little of it left. 

Mr. Buatnix. I am in complete agreement with what you say about 
preserving those areas. Population growth figures show that 97 per- 
cent of the growth of the population | is going ‘into metropolitan areas 
and there is terrific congestion. I feel pressures will be so heavy 
in our future society that an ese: ape will be more necessary, and will 
be made possible by the superhighways being built. People are look- 
ing for places where they can get some recre: ation, a little scener y, and 
some outdoor life. 

It is pointed out now that within 20 years the shortage of critical 
materials will not be in these complex alloys that we need for the 
atomic age but they will be in a simple mineral called water. That 
might be the only one that will be of critical shortage 20 years from 
now. 

I think the importance of the wildlife survey was stressed by both 
Senators who testified this morning. 

The Senator from Idaho gave us a virtual pledge that he would be 
opposed to construction of this Bruces Eddy until wildlife was given 
full consideration. 

My point is that we should not delegate that to another committee. 
We should give consideration to the Fish and Wildlife survey and 
then we should authorize or not authorize the project. That is the 
nub to this whole problem. 

Why this haste to authorize when the Senator from Idaho himself 
states there shall be no construction if it is within his power until full 
consideration is given to that survey ¢ 

I don’t see why we should be pressed into a situation where we fail 
to give full consideration to all reports where there is so much contro- 
versy about this project, so much opposition even locally, where we 
will end up with another ridiculous situation. 

We have projects all over the country, big and small. We came toa 
situation like Tuttle Creek, off again and on again. Local people 
had big signs: “Stop this dam foolishness.” 

They kicked out one Congressman and they elected another one, and 
that went on. The project started and stopped. I don’t know what 
it is now. I don’t know whether it is on a stop or start phase now. 

That is whet is likely to happen here. We know this is a contro- 
versy. We are all agreed on it. We should give consideration to the 
only report ‘still pending as a result of the survey. We don’t want 
the Appropriations Committee- 

Mr. Dempsey. We have a witness here with us. Let us get back 
to the subject matter with which we are concerned here. 

Senator Neusercer. Governor Dempsey, I will not presume on the 
time of the committee any further, but I would like the record to 
show the Clearwater River has flooded only twice since 1900. That 
means that there is not a great many flood surges down the Clear- 
water, but I would be the first to say ‘that they can always oceur in a 
season of great snowfall, and I do believe in flood control where earth 

values are not paramount, 

I do want to thank you very much for your patience and considera- 
tion with me and I do appreciate the earnest study you are giving to 
this controversial project. 

93451—57—16 
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Mr. Demesry. We were very glad to have you here today. 
Thank you. 
Mr. McGovern / 


Missourt River Basin, St. Joseru’s INDIAN SCHOOL, 
(CHAMBERLAIN, 8S. Dak. 


SEWER AND WatTeR Factiuitries, Forr Prerre AND Pierre, S. Dak. 


Mr. McGreeor. Before you start, I would like to say that we cer- 
tainly owe you a vote of thanks. You have been courteous and we 
have put you on the side and back again to testify. 

Mr. McGovern. I had expected to be back before the committee in 
the future, Mr. C hairman, and I do not regret what I have learned 
here about your operations. 

But to go back to the St. Joseph’s Indian School project, there was 
one final thing I wanted to emphasize. It is my own personal convic- 
tion, regardless of any technicalities in connection with this request, 
that the need for this sewage-disposal system that we are requesting 
would not have been created had it not been for the building of the 
Fort Randall Dam and Reservoir. That is the basic point that I am 
trying to establish. The previous system was working to the satis- 
faction of the city of Chamberlain and the health department and 
there was no complaint prior to the time that the school was required 
to move its facilities and began to dump raw sewage into this new 
reservoir at a point just above where the city of Chamberlain draws 
its drinking supplies. 

I think that the request is reasonable and this is a case where we are 
assisting a private Indian school that is taking a considerable amount 
of expense from the shoulders of the Federal Government in caring 
for something over 250 poor Indian children. 

Mr. Dempsrty. Mr. McGovern, I am in favor of getting another 
report from the Army engineers, taking into account what you have 
just said. You want to submit that as part of your evidence, too? 

Mr. McGovern. Yes. 

Mr. Dempsey. If that is the case, we certainly should do something 
about it. 

(The additional material referred to follows :) 

The city of Chamberlain has received estimates from local engineers placing 
the cost of the entire project, including plumbing and other work required, at 
approximately $42,000. 

Mr. McGrecor. I should like to ask my friend and colleague from 
Minnesota a question. 

John, would this school become eligible under the stream-pollution 
bill that you submitted and engineered through Congress ? 

Mr. Biatntx. Mr. Me ‘Gregor, I cannot say offhand. I would need 
some more details. Would that be a Government or private unit? 

Mr. McGovern. It isa private school operated by charity. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you. 

Mr. McGovern. The next two projects in the bill, Mr. Chairman, if 
there are no further questions on this St. Joseph project, relate to the 
city of Fort Pierre and the city of Pierre. They are requesting in the 
first case the amount of $120,000 for sewer facilities and $25,000 for 
additional water facilities. In the case of the city of Pierre, they are 
requesting $210,000 for additional sewer facilities. These additions to 
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the water and sewage systems of those two cities have been made nec- 
essary largely because of the sharp increase in population resulting 
from the construction of the Kaweah Reservoir which lies above those 
two cities. 

The major mentioned a while ago that the population of the city of 
Pierre was around 5,000. That estimate gives some indication of the 
increase in the size of the city because, as an actual fact, the city 
is closer to 10,000 in size. Most of that growth has come about in the 
last 3 or 4 years under the impact of Federal construction in that area. 
It is on that basis that these two cities are making an appeal for assist- 
ance from the Federal Government in constructing adequate sewage 
and water facilities. 

Mr. Batpwin. Would the gentleman yield, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. McGovern. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. Let me get clearly in my mind what specifically 
occurred when the dam was constructed, as far as these sewer facilities 
of these two cities are concerned. Were they disrupted by the con- 
struction process ‘ 

Mr. McGovern. They were not, as I understand it, disrupted by the 
construction, Congressman Baldwin. The load on those facilities was 
virtually doubled by the sharp increase in population resulting from 
construction for those projects. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Is the sole basis of contention, then, that these two 
should be included in this bill—not that the actual construction itself 
directly disturbed them—but purely because the construction of a 
Federal project brought more people into the area and the people 
are continuing to live there? Therefore, if there are more streets 
required in the city or more sewers required in the city, that that is 
now a Federal obligation ¢ 

Mr. McGovern. There is another consideration there, Congressman, 
in that the area has also been turned into a recreation area, and the 
State health department has stepped up its requirements, as far as 
the disposal of sewage is concerned. 

Mr. Batpwin. I have no further questions, thank you. 

Mr. McGovern. Might I say that all of these revisions in the bill 
antedate my membership in the Congress. As I understand it, they 
were provisions that were introduced by Senator Case on the Senate 
side, but I am concerned about them because for the most part they 
fall within my district. That is not the case with the project in the 
North Fork. It is true of the project in the St. Jospeh’s Indian School 
and the city of Pierre. 

Mr. Epmonpson. May I ask if that is Fort Pierce or Fort Pierre? 

Mr. McGovern. Fort Pierre. The “c” should be stricken from the 
bill. It is a mistake. 

The next provision in this bill authorizing a payment of $5,000 
to the Chamberlain Water Co. stems from this situation: The com- 
pany made a settlement with the Corps of Engineers several years age 
which did not include the expenses of moving to their new location, 
moving their plant equipment to the new location, Since that time, 
under a new ruling, firms that. are required to move under those con- 
ditions were paid for the expenses of moving their equipment. This 
company, which is a soft-drink bottling company, is now entering a 
claim in the amount of $5,000 to cover the actual expenses of moving 
and relocating their equipment in the new location. That is the es- 
sence of that particular request. 
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Mr. Batpwin. May I ask a question of the Corps of Engineers at 
this point ? 

As I understand the testimony, the question is that a number of 
other instances have occurred where we have paid similar amounts 
to either groups or corporations for removal, but in this particular 
case, this particular company has not been paid ? 

Mr. Peart. That is not quite so; if I may, I will answer the question: 

Prior to 1952, there was no authority in any governmental depart- 
ment to pay for any moving expenses except in the few isolated 
projects that had been included in the Military Construction Au- 
thorization Act passed in September 1951. , 

That was when it started, in the so-called Abernethy amendment, 
you may recall, where the moving expenses were authorized in those 
few military projects. Then in the Military Construction Authoriza- 
tion Act that was approved on July 14, 1952, that principle was ex- 
tended to all public works projects of the military departments. That 
brought in civil works projects such as this for any property that was 
acquired after July 14, 1952. 

However, the property of the Chamberlain Water Co. was acquired 
in condemnation on May 15, 1952, at a time when there was no authori- 
ty to pay for moving expenses and just compensation was determined 
in the condemnation proceedings and has been paid. 

We acquired a lot of property not only for the Fort Randall Dam 
but for other projects prior to July 14, 1952, and none of those people 
are eligible for reimbursement for moving expenses. ‘The Depart- 
ment knows of no reason why any special consideration should be 
given to the Chamberlain Water Co. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Could I ask one further question on that point? Dol 
understand that if we pass this proviso, we would be singling out one 
of a considerable number of landowners who have a similar problem, 
and therefore we could expect that all the other landowners who had 
their property acquired prior to that date would be in next year, or 
the year after, making a similar request, and justifiably so? 

Mr. Pear. Yes. 

Mr. McGreeor. Is it possible that under existing law it is within 
your authority, if you deem it advisable, to make settlements? Do 
you have money to do that? If I have a business and it is In an area 
of a new development or basin, is it within your right to pay me a cer- 
tain amount of money for damages or property ? 

Mr. Prarv. Only if your property was acquired after July 14, 1952. 
The property of the Chamberlain Water Co. was acquired prior to that 
date and, therefore, the act of July 14, 1952, not having been retroac- 
tive, they and everybody else in their situation, was not entitled to 
moving expenses. 1 

Mr. Batpwirn. Mr. McGovern, I realize the fact that this was initi- 
ated prior to your coming to Congress but would you know any parti- 
cular reason why one, rather than all, potential claims have not been 
included in this bill ? 

Mr. McGovern. Of course, the particular firm looks at it from a 
little different angle. They are the one firm that has been penalized 
in this instance and other businesses in the area were compensated 
and this firm made a settlement which did not include the moving ex- 
penses. It was money out of their operating costs and they feel that if 
‘s a legitimate claim. They feel that they are the only ones being 
nenalized and being put in a special category. 
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Mr. Batpwin. If I understand correctly, the Corps of Engineers in 
in its testimony said there were other properties of quite a considerable 
number of firms or individuals acquired prior to that date who also 
have receved compensation on this new basis. If there are others in 
a similar category with the Chamberlain Co., why would it not be 
proper for this committee to include all of them, or deny all of them, 
who acquired property prior to the cutoff date? 

Mr. McGovern. I think your point is well taken, but I am not aware 
of the existence of other firms who have such a claim. 

Mr. Batpwin, All I know is what I have heard here in the way of 
testimony from you and the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Batpwrin. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Was the taking accomplished for all of the prop- 
erty owners at this same date, May 15, or were there subsequent takings 
in which a number of property owners in this same reservoir area re- 
ceived removal expenses ? 

Mr. Pearu. I am sure that there are some who have received moving 
expenses because it has been a gradual process of acquiring property 
for the projects, as you know. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Do you have the picture in this community of 
some business houses coming in after the effective date of the new act 
and receiving removal expenses and some coming in before and not 
receiving it? 

Mr. Peary. That is true of any single project that we have. 

Mr. Batpwin. May I ask this: Are there other projects that would 
have been in a similar status in 1952 so that if we jumped over the line 
in this case we might expect other cases in other areas where they might 
use this as a precedent ? 

Mr. Peart. Both the military and civil works projects of the De- 
partment of the Army—the same is true of the Department of the Air 
Force and the Department of the Navy—were all in that same situa- 
tion. Anybody whose property was acquired prior to July 14, 1952, 
was ineligible. Anybody whose property was acquired after that date 
became eligible. 

Mr. McGovern. Mr. Chairman, I have no further point to make on 
that particular item. I know there has been some discussion on the 
next item in the bill pertaining to the Elm River School. It seems tome 
that there cannot be any dispute about the justification for this claim. 
As pointed out here in earlier testimony, it-may be that the corps is 
authorized under present legislation to make compensation there, but 
I would certainly want to be sure that this particular school district 
is compensated for what is obviously a legitimate claim. This school 
building was flooded out by the Keweah Dam and project and its re- 
placement cost will be a minimum of $10,000. I can see no basis on 
which that claim could be objected to. 

Mr. Peart. I would like to make just one further statement, Mr. 
Chairman, in addition to what we said this morning. I do not think 
we would have any objection if this provision were modified to indicate 
expressly that this payment is not to be in addition to any payment 
that would be authorized under Public Law 987 of the 84th Congress. 

As I indicated earlier, the payment can be, and will be, paid under 
the other law. If there is intended to be only one payment to this 
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school, I might suggest that, if it is contained in this act, it indicate 
that this is not to be in addition to any other payment. 

Mr. Demrsey. What do you say about that, Congressman ? 

Mr. McGovern. I would certainly accept that. 

Mr. McGreeor. Do I understand that this school is in the basin area? 

Mr. Praru. Yes, this school stands on Indian tribal lands that we 
have acquired from the tribe. The difficulty initially was that the 
school had no firm interest in the land so that in any condemnation pro- 
ceedings, or otherwise, it would not be entitled to compensation. How- 
ever, the enactment of an act by the 84th Congress authorized and 
directed the Secretary of the Army to pay the fair value of improve- 
ments rendered useless, or destroyed, in this process. 

Mr. MoGrecor. If I understood you correctly, you can purchase 
the land or take easements in the basin area, and as you raise the 
level of the basin, you can take these easements on the land prior to 
that and there is no recourse to the Federal Government; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Pearu. That is correct. 

Mr. McGreeor. What position is this school in, relative tothat? Do 
we own the ground on which that school is located, either by easements 
or outright purchase ? 

Mr. Peart. We now own it by purchase having acquired the land 
from the Sioux Indians of the Cheyenne Reservation under the author- 
ity of the act of Congress approved September 3, 1954. 

Mr. McGrecor. This damage was done prior to 1954? 

Mr. Praru. I do not believe they have moved yet. We have ac- 
quired the land ard the school is still there. They will be required 
to move out as the waters come un and the land is inundated, but the 
school district has the improvements on there and all that we have 
paid to the Indian tribe for the land. We will now pay to the school 
district the value of the improvements on the land because the im- 
provements are owned by the school district. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is all you are asking for, is it not? 

Mr. McGovern. That is correct. 

Mr. McF atu. Could we not fix it so that there would not be a double 
payment? 

Mr. McGovern. That would be acceptable. 

Mr. McGrecor. I have lived in the Muskingum Conservancy Dis- 
trict; we have 14 dams. We will take the one in my home county, 
for example. The Government owns several thousand acres outright. 
They take an option or a lease on that other land and we raise the 
basin level and it goes on the land that we then have to pay so much 
per acre for in options. If any farmers then want to come and 
lease that lower ground for the raising of corn, they take their own 
chances because that property belongs to the Federal Government. If 
that corn is destroyed, they have no recourse. 

The part I am wondering about is why this school is still located 
on Federal lands that we own because we may get another flood and 
get some lives lost and that will be worse than ever. 

Mr. Dempsey. I understood the gentleman from the Corps of Engi- 
neers said we never did own that. The thing was to move it at their 
exnense. 

Mr. McGrecor. At the Government’s expense ? 
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Mr. Dempsey. That was my understanding. He said they were 
willing to pay for that. Am I correct about that? 

Mr. Peart. We will pay; yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. Here we come in with $10,000 and I am certainly 
not questioning the Congressman’s word, but he says we should pay 
the $10,000. Tomorrow we may get another flood in that area. 

Mr. Peart. They are going to move. Maybe that point was not 
emphasized. This payment to them will be for the purchase of their 
buildings as a result of which they will be able to go out and relocate 
and establish a new facility. I do not know where the replacement 
site will be. 

Mr. McGrecor. This is simply a replacement above the flood area ? 

Mr. McGovern. That is correct. They are moving into an are 
where there will not be any danger of floods. 

Mr. Dempsey. Do you object to removing that portion of the bill? 

Mr. McGovern. I have no objection at all. 1 think it is a fair 
addition. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Did I understand the gentleman to say he would 
have no objection to deleting this from the bill ? 

Mr. McGovern. No, what I said was, I would have no objection to 
the amendment suggested here that this payment not be in addition to, 
a duplication of payments made by the corps. 

Mr. Dempsey. Why do you need it in at all if you have assurance 
from the Corps of Engineers that they will pay you for it? 

Mr. Epmonpson. You might get your money faster by this other 
procedure rather than by putting it in this bill. If you take this route, 
you might have a longer wait for payment. 

Mr. McF au. How long will it be before you get his money? 

Mr. Peart. At the present time the division engineer is evaluating 
all of the improvements that are in this category out in this area and 
they will have to make payments for all of them. The only limitation 
in the act that was passed August 6, 1956, is that the total amount to 
be expended under that act is $550,000. That is for everybody and we 
have been treating it all as one package. I do not know how long it 
will take for the final evaluation to be made and approvals to be made, 
but I am sure that it will not be any faster one way or the other. 

Mr. Demrsr y. I am quite confused now. I do not have any idea 
whether the $500,000 is going to be sufficient to make the total pay- 
ments and I do not know whether they are all in the same category. 
The school has no priority over any other property. I do not know 
whether you are going to have sufficient funds or not; do you know? 

Mr. Peart. This ceiling of $550,000 was placed in the act last year 
and based on our estimates of something around $520,000, I think, as 
the total payments. The ceiling was placed on that basis. 

Mr. McGrecor. Have you made any payments yet ¢ 

Mr. Praru. No, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. The bill has been operating 2 years? 

Mr. Peart. No, less than a year. It was passed August 6, 1956. 

Mr. Dempsey. Do you have any idea of the estimates made on this 
school ? 

Mr. Peart. A preliminary estimate has been made. However, it has 
not been approved yet. I was informed by our division engineer that 
the preliminary estimate, incidentally, may exceed $10,000, but it 
would be at least $10,000 and might exceed it. 
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Mr. Dempsey. Would it not be a good idea to make a downpayment 
of $10,000 and let them go ahead and move? 

Mr. McGrecor. Can you not make some payments as these estimates 
come in and get them off the list? Do you have to wait for all of 
them to be surveyed before you pay any ! 

Mr. Praru. Yes, because of the limitation on the total fund. 

Mr. McGrecor. Then you may never pay it because there would be 
new ones added every year. 

Mr. Peart. No, it is fixed as to the ones that are there. 

Mr. Dempsey. I do not have any confidence in the estimates of the 
Army engineers. On the St. Lawrence seaway they were rather off, 
to say the least. I do think that here is a school that should be moved 
and I do not see why you hold that up. They ought to get priority. 

Mr. Epmonpson. How soon is the flooding expected to come In 
there and put water on this land, according ‘to your estimates ? 

Major Garretr. Sir, that depends a great “deal on the flow and the 
river itself. I can assure you that we w ‘ill make payments by the time 
we flood the land. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Is the dam closed now ? 

Major Garrett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Epmonpson. It is filling up? 

Major Garretr. In recent years, the flow in Missouri has been lower 
than normal. Therefore, I annot s say specifically that the dam itself 
is filling up at the present time. 

Mr. Demesey. Do you have any idea when you are going to start 
making payments to these people? 

Mr. McGovern. May I interrupt there? I think the school district 
is anxious to start construction on the new school before the flood 
occurs. As a matter of fact, I am reasonably sure that they have al- 
ready let the contract and construction is underway. What I thought 
the gentleman was suggesting here a moment ago, and the idea that I 
was agreeing to, is simply some provision that will rule out the pos- 
sibility of a double payment. That is the principle that I would agree 
to and I want to make sure that we get the $10,000 reimbursement, but 
I am willing to accept a provision here that will prevent the school 
district from coming back and accepting another settlement with the 
Army. 

Mr. Batpwin. Could I ask one question? There is no controversy 
here between Mr. McGovern and the Corps of Engineers if we put in 
a provision providing for the payment of $10,000, as long as we have 
a proviso that this will not be a duplication of another payment ? 

Mr. Pearw. That is correct. 

Mr. McGovern. That is what I would like to see. 

Mr. Batpwin. It seems to me that this is pretty well resolved. 

Mr. McGrecor. I would like to clear up this question. I cannot 
imagine anything as ridiculous as I seemingly think this law we passed 
in August 1956. Do I understand the gentlemen of whom we are in- 
quiring to say that there have been no payments made on damages or 
anything else? In other words, if we back water up on town X and 
took their church and school out, we all admit that we were to blame, 
we could not make any payment on it until you got through in 1970, 
until there were more damages of a serious nature? Why is it that 
when you find that damages have been done which your survey shows, 
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why wait for more? Why not pay when we know the damages are 
there and are fair ? 

Mr. Pearw. These cover only a few, and I do not remember the total! 
number but there are very few situations in the same area. None of 
them has as yet been affected. None of them has yet been damaged 
by any inundation or otherwise. They are improvements that will 
have to be removed but which have not yet been damaged or relocated. 
They are in the same situation of having been situated either on a rail- 
road right-of-way or on Indian tribal |: nd, 

Mr. McGrecor. Let us make this clear. This school district has to 
have some money to build a se disothilias for the children. They can- 
not wait until you destroy their school and then you pay them for it, 
and then build their building. 

Mr. EpMonpson. Would you yield ¢ 

Mr. McGreeor. Yes. 

Mr, Epmonpson. Suppose you got the volume of rainfall that we 
have been having in Texas and Oklahoma for the last few weeks and 
your reservoir filled up in a matter of weeks where you did not have 
any anticipation of it doing that at the present time? You would have 
a situation where your school is under water and no building is there 
to take care of the children. What would you do in that situation ? 

Mr. Pear. Obviously if that were possible, and I do not know 
whether it is, and if it did occur it would be ver y unfortunate. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I can assure you that there are some dams filled up 
and running over the spillway in Oklahoma that they said would not 
be filled up in a hundred years and they are running 3 feet over the 
spillway right now. 

Mr. Peart. The unfortunate situation that has occurred here is that 
while normally we acquire lands and improvements together, in this 
particular case we had land owned by the Indians and the improve- 
ments were owned by somebody else who had no firm interest in the 
land. So, when we acquired the land, we not only did not acquire the 
improvements, but we had no authority to pay for the improvements. 
Therefore, we did not even get prepared to make payments. It was 
not until after this act of August 6, 1956, that our district and division 
engineers were authorized to go ahead and make detailed estimates 
and get their appraisals in and find out how much these people should 
get paid. 

I will personally undertake to contact them and let them know what 
has transpired here and that they should make every effort to get this 
wound up as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is not quite enough. The Corps of Engineers 
comes along and you buy Indian land with buildings on it, buildings 
not owned by the Indians. If they are taken off, you know you will 
have to pay for them, but only God sri when. 

I think something should be done to have you fellows expedite these 
purchases and not hold them up, especially a school building. I think 
it is perfectly ridiculous if you have the money, why you do not ad- 

vance them $10,000, if you say that is what will be spent, and get their 
building built and have the ¢ ‘hildren go to school. 

If there is anything in the law that does not permit it, here is the 
committee that can correct it if you recommend it. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Have you had the money available since last 
August or just the authority ? 
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Major Garretr. We have funds in connection with the project and 
we can make this payment. 

Mr. Dempsey. That is the most ridiculous thing I have heard since 
I have been on this committee, to have the money, people need the 
money, but you want to wait until you get all of them together. You 
know that if you are short, eventually : all you need to do is come in 
and get additional authority, which you would get because your esti- 
mates might be low. 

You have no right to hold up a thing of this kind. I think some- 
thing should be done to expedite a proposition of this kind, and we 
will see what we can do for you. 

Major Garrett. I can assure you in addition to Mr. Pear] that I 
will check into it personally. 

Mr. Dempsey. We appreciate it because this is an emergency. 

The committee will be in adjournment until 10 o'clock tomorrow 


morning. 
(The followi ing was furnished for insertion :) 


H. R. 350 AND H. R. 847 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM H. NATCHER, SECOND DISTRICT OF 
KENTUCKY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the record my name is 
William H. Natcher, Representative of the Second District of Kentucky. I 
sincerely appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you a matter which is of 
vital concern not only to Kentucky but to all of our States. The subject to 
which I refer is low;flow legislation. 

On January 3, 1957, I introduced in the House of Representatives bills pro- 
viding for a more comprehensive development and utilization of natural water 
resources in plans and construction of reservoir projects, with these two bills 
being H. R. 350 and H. R. 847. My primary concern is the enactment of legis- 
lation providing for low-flow regulation. Regardless of whether this legisla- 
tion comes through passage of one of my bills or by incorporation in the rivers 
and harbors and beach erosion omnibus bill now pending before your committee 
is inconsequential. 

The regulation of low streamflows is of the utmost necessity because we look 
to the rivers more and more for services. Because of the expanding population 
and the increased demand for water, it is to the best interests of general welfare 
and national security to enact legislation which will make possible the control of 
streamfiows and levels. 

There are four basic benefits derived from the regulation of low streamflows. 
Navigation stages are more economically maintained, the recreational values of 
the streams and rivers are expanded since measures to abate pollution are sim- 
pler and more effective, and the ability to control the temperature of water 
greatly enhances its industrial use. 

The industrial and private use of water daily totals some 200 billion gallons, 
and the per capita consumption of water from public supplies is 150 gallons. 
Erosion has made water supply an extremely serious problem. The rainfall in 
most sections of the country would provide an adequate supply of water if the 
ground acted as a natural reservoir. The population increase demands that 
drastic steps be taken immediately to conserve any excess rainfall. Conserva- 
tion estimates show that the population of the United States will be approxi- 
mately 207 million by 1975 which means that around 149 million people will be 
dependent upon public systems for their water supply. In less than 20 years 
the public water systems will be called upon to furnish 75 percent more water 
than they now supply. 

In 1953, 25 percent of the population of this country served by public water 
systems had its supply curtailed, and a total of 1,072 municipalities restricted 
the use of water. The conditions responsible for the shortages were population 
growth, increased seasonal use, increased industrial use, and supply failure. 
The dams constructed by the Corps of Engineers helped to avert disaster. In 
the Mississippi-Missouri-Ohio River systems, the incompleted chain of dams pro- 
vided anywhere from 75 to 90 percent of the flows. 
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Establishing low-cost water transportation is of monumental importance. 
Adding reservoir storage will mean the end of the dreaded summer drought, and 
maintaining an even flow will mean an alternative means of transportation dur- 
ing war emergencies. Industrialization should expand in a more orderly fash- 
jon also. Most important to the layman would be lower prices on finished and 
semifinished products, a result of lower costs on transporting the goods from 
the mines, forests, and farms to the consumers throughout the country. 

Increased leisure time, a distinct characteristic of the American way of life, 
has augmented the need for recreational facilities. This leisure time is de- 
rived from the shorter workweek, retirement with benefits, and the yearly vaca- 
tion with pay. Consequently, Americans have made fishing a multi-million-dol- 
lar industry. Pollution must be abated if we are to conserve the fish and 
wildlife, and this abatement is made feasible economically through the regula- 
tion of streamflows. 

Stagnant water is the cause of many health and sanitation problems. Ac- 
celerating the streamflow means a lessening of hardness and acidity problems, 
and organic wastes and organic waste residuals are diluted where the concen- 
tration is critical. 

The control of water temperature means a great deal to industry in that 
operation is more economical. Most machinery has water-cooled systems, and it 
is impossible for them to operate if the water is stagnant and hot. A constant 
fiow of cool, pure water decreases operating costs, especially during hot weather. 
Low-flow legislation would enable many agricultural areas to industrialize. 
The type of industrialization, of course, would depend upon the natural re- 
sources found in the vicinity, but, in any event, the standard of living would be 
raised. The most pertinent illustration of the importance of water in relation 
to our national defense is the water used by the thermal-electric plants which 
are essential in producing atomic weapons. 

Flood control and low-flow regulation are inextricably interrelated. If the 
reservoirs built are large enough to regulate the streamflows, they are large 
enough to contain all the rain which could fall in flood season. By combining 
in one dam storage space for many purposes, savings for each purpose result. 

The existing laws are totally inadequate and unsatisfactory in that it is im- 
possible to develop and utilize the vast natural water resources comprehensively. 
The Corps of Engineers must be given the authority to incorporate storage for 
low-flow augmentation when they deem such action necessary. In correcting 
the present method of authorizing, planning, and constructing projects, we can 
properly provide for present and future needs and take full advantage of the 
potentiality of the streamflow through a comprehensive, integrated program. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for your kindness in permitting me to 
state my position on low-flow legislation, and I sincerely hope that necessary 
legislation pertaining to this matter is adopted during the present session of 
Congress. 


(Whereupon, at 12:57 p. m., the committee adjourned until Thurs- 
day, June 13, 1957, at 10 a.m.) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 13, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
Washington, D. C. 


GRAPEVINE AND GaArzaA-LitrLe Ev.m Reservotr Progects. Texas 


The committee met pursuant to adjournment at 10 a. m., in room 
1304, New House Office Building, Hon. Clifford Davis presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The committee will be in order. 

I regret in the rush of things on yesterday we did not acknowledge 
the birthday of our colleague, Robert Jones, I can say that he does 
not look a day older. 

Mr. Jones. I appreciate those kind words. I know that we have 
a lot of work to do so we must get on. 

Mr. Davis. I have another announcement to make. 

Mr. McGrecor. It makes us all feel good when we see Bob looking so 
well. 

Mr. Davis. I am likewise delighted to announce to the committee 
this is the birthday of one of our most-valued members, the Honorable 
Russell Mack. 

Weare glad to see you in such fine shape. 

Let the record show also that we both got off the elevator together 
to go to our offices this morning at 7:30, That was 3:30 by the clock 
in your district. I would like your constituents to know that at their 
time you were at work at 3: 30 this morning. 

Mr. Mack. Perhaps that had better not be on the record. They 
might question whether I was going or coming. 

Mr. Davis. We have a very heavy schedule this morning. As is 
our usual custom of cordiality, we will ask Mr. Alger, a former mem- 
ber of our committee, who left us for another committee, to come up 
and have a seat by Mr. Schwengel. 

We will take up first this morning the Grapevine and Graza-Little 
Elm projects in Texas. You will find that on page 44 of the Senate 
bill. 

I think that I can state with fairness that we literally spent hours, 
and then it went into days, on the consideration of this matter in the 
last session of the Congress. We talked about it and we discussed it. 
We tried our best to resolve certain differences. Now we are going to 
take one more look at it. 

I will ask Mr. Ikard to come up and sit by Mr. Jim Wright on the 
rostrum. 
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Now, Mr. Pearl, will you give us just a little summary of this whole 
situation and then we will try to get into it as quickly as possible ; in 
other words, what is the Garza-Little Elm project all about ? 


STATEMENT OF MILTON A. PEARL, OFFICE, CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Peart. The sections of 8. 497 that are under discussion here this 
morning, Mr. Chairman, come about as the result of the land-ac quisi- 
tion policy that was adopted jointly by the Departments of the Army 
and the Interior in October 1953. 

This committee will recall that prior to October 1953, all lands 
required for reservoir projects were acquired in fee by the Govern- 
ment. As a result of the joint policy of October 1953, it was agreed 
that the Government would take the minimum title interest necessary 
for project purposes, and to that end many flowage easements were 
acquired instead of fee title to those lands beyond the 5-year flood 
frequency line, that is, between the 5-year flood line and the project 
design line. 

There were, of course, many projects underway in one stage or an- 
other at the time that policy was adopted. ‘Those various projects 
were reviewed for a determination as to which ones the policy should 
be applied immediately, even though they had been started under the 
former policy. The Garza- Little Elm ‘and Grapevine projects are 
two on which acquisition had been commenced and in which fee title 
was taken to many lands before the October 1953 policy; and that 
would now be taken in easement instead of fee. 

The Attorney General had authority under another statute to re- 
vest title in those pending condemnation cases where final judgment 
had not yet been entered. However, in those cases where there was a 
direct purchase, where the people had voluntarily agreed to option 
property, and in those cases where condemnation had been fully com- 
pleted there was no parallel or corresponding authority for the Secre- 
tary of the Army to lessen the estate or reconvey the difference be- 
tween the estate that had been taken and the estate that was now 
required. So, as a matter of equity, it was felt by some that there 
should be authority in the Secretary of the Army to reconvey to the 
former owners fee title to those lands that were not required in fee 
for project purposes, and of course retaining for the Government a 
flowage easement in order to permit the intermittent flooding of the 
lands between the 5-year flood frequency line and the upper reaches 
at the project design limit. 

This is the situation as to this particular provision that you have 
under discussion this morning. As has been indicated in previous re- 
ports of the Secretary of the Army on these particul: ar projects, and 
on others, the Department of the Army interposes no objection to this 
type of legislation. In equity and in fairness we agree we will go 
along with this type of legislation if Congress sees fit to authorize a 
reconveyance to former owners. 

We do have, however, just one suggestion, that the bill be amended, 
if favorable consideration is given to these sections that authorize 
reconveyance, to provide in section 206, lines 20 and 21, that the phrase 
“If the Secretary of the Army shall determine such land is not re- 
quired for public purposes, including public recreational use,” be 
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changed to grant authority to recovery if the property is not required 
for project oo WwW e have a definite feeling of our own that the 
words “public purposes” do not mean any more than public purposes 
as required for this specific project. However, in order to avoid any 
controversy, if it is meant that lands should be retained for any pur- 
pose other than project purposes, we submit that the committee should 
spell it out and if it is only for the purpose of conforming legislation, 
to permit a revestment of title in the exact same manner that the At- 
torney General is able to do in condemnation cases, then it should be 
limited to project purposes. 

Mr. McGregor. Do I understand you use the term “5-year flowage 
easements”? Is that the maximum flowage easement period ? 

Mr. Pear. No, sir. aa design of the reservoir is based on a flood 
frequency, and the 5-year contour line is established as the line at 
which it is estimated that the lands would be flooded an average of 
every 5 years. ‘Those lands are taken by us in fee with absolute fee 
title in the United States. However, on those Jands where it is esti- 
mated that the flooding will occur with less frequency than every 5 
years, we are taking flowage easements, that is, only the right to flood 
the lands on an intermittent basis. 

Mr. McGrecor. I might just warn the Congressman in whose dis- 
trict this may be that if he does not have any trouble now he will have 
when this type of legislation is passed. I have a concrete example of 
it. I live in the Muskingam Conservancy District. The Army engi- 
neers went to my farm people and said that their level was going to 
be such-and-such. We will buy your land up to that level. Then from 
that level on up to 10 feet more you have a frequency of 10 years. We 
will give you so much for easements there. Then the next one goes 
higher. You will have a flood area there every 49 years. Ever since 
I have been in the Congress we have had many, many times the floods 
in that area that the Army engineers told my farmers we would have, 
and about all one of my office girls gets done i in my office is to try to 
make arrangements between the Army engineers and the farmers so 
that they might prove who misrepresented things or who imisunder- 
stood things. 

I think whenever you start into the flowage easements and say it 
is not going to be flooded byt only every 48 years, or every 5 years, 
and the farmer takes a settlement in the face of those figures you are 
going to have trouble. We cannot change acts of God. I think that 
you are just asking for a lot of trouble when you try to make that 
kind of a settlement. If that is what you want, it is all right with me, 
but it certainly seems to me you are asking for a lot of trouble because 
no one knows the frequency of these rains or floods, and if they come 
more frequently than what was told the farmer when he gave the 
easement he is mad and he writes his Congressman. Do you find many 
cases like that, Mr. Pearl ? 

Mr. Prearu. There are cases like that. I would not know whether 
we should characterize them as “many.” Of course, our experience 
has been limited since it has only been since October 1953 that this 
policy has been in effect. 

Mr. McGrecor. Would it be possible to leave the times of frequency 
out? Do not say every 5 years it would be flooded to this point and 
every 10 years to this other point. I think if you did not bind your- 
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selves to those figures it would certainly be easier for all parties con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Pearu. That is what I was going to say. We do not bind our- 
selves to these. However, in condemnation, the courts allow testimony 
on the point, in taking into consideration the valuation of the ease- 
ment. We may pay 60 percent of fee value for an easement in one 
instance and in another instance it might be 40 percent of the fee value, 
then again it may be as high as 75 percent of the fee value. 

Mr. McGregor. You are saying that the courts do this. We want to 
keep our legislation, if it is humanly possible, clear and distinct so 
that any farmer, or any proper owner, does not have to go to the 
courts. If we can do that in this type of legislation I think that we 
would be doing all of us a lot of good. 

Mr. Peart. We have that same policy. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Pearl, the other day in a casual conversation, another 
Member of Congress told me his committee is investigating the relative 
cost of acquiring property in fee simple and by the easement. He 
said the testimony before his committee indicates it cost more money 
to secure the easements than it did the property in fee simple. Is that 
true ¢ 

Mr. Peart. I do not believe, Mr. Mack, that has been true. The testi- 
mony we have offered from the Department of the Army has been to 
the effect that there might not be any difference in cost, but that the 
administrative expense, and then only as applied to those lands that are 
acquired in easements; those few acres, as distinguished from the 
main body that are acquired in fee, is slightly higher than the admin- 
istrative expense incident to the acquisition of a fee title. ‘The actual 
amount of money paid for the land is greater when we take fee title 
because the easement is less than fee, and therefore the interest that 
we are getting must cost less. But we do have—and this is what was 
brought out to this subcommittee of the Government Operations Com- 
mittee of the House to which you refer—that we do have to appraise, 
for example, the fee title value before we can appraise the easement 

value, so that the cost of the appraisal itself might be a few dollars 
more. We do have to, in some instances, have a little finer degree of 
mapping work done, or surveying work done, which will result in a 
slightly increased administrative expense incident to the acquisition 
of the land. But the cost itself is not increased by the taking of the 
easement. 

Mr. Mack. Sometimes when you take the property in fee it is neces- 

sary to acquire and pay for larger areas due to the splitting up of the 
farm or property than you would ac quire under the easement ? 

Mr. Peart. Yes, that is possible because of the desire to avoid sever- 
ance damage, or the fact that you would leave a farmer with an uneco- 
nomical piece of land. 

Mr. Mack. It is your opinion the overall picture is that it costs less 
to acquire the land by easement than by fee ? 

Mr. Peart. I believe that is what the figures show. We are compil- 
ing some additional figures now for submission to that committee. 

Mr. Davis. I know the committee will be delighted to learn about 
this, if you will yield for just a second. Mr. Alger and Mr. Wright 
have indicated to the chairman during the course of your questioning 
that they think that this matter can be resolved in just a few minutes. 
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That is such a relief to the committee because last year we spent so 
much time on this matter. 

If Mr. Alger can introduce 2 or 3 men from Dallas and if Mr. 
Wright can ask a question or two, we might hurry things along. 

Mr, Alger, we are going to let you take over at this point, something 
very unusual, by the way. We are going to let you present these 
witnesses and ask a few leading questions and then Mr. Wright and 
Mr. Ikard can ask questions. 

I must say that Mr. Alger on the one side and our colleague, Mr. 
Ikard and Mr. Jim Wright on the other, work conscientiously and 
sincerely and genuinely in an endeavor to resolve the language in this 
matter so that the equities might be fulfilled. It is refreshing to know 
that three upstanding men that worked on this matter for so long a 
time can resolve this thing. 

Mr. Alger, I want you to take over. If the committee will yield 
to Mr. Alger and Mr. Jim Wright for the next few minutes, we 
will see if we cannot get this matter cleared. up. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK IKARD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Ikarp. I wonder if I might make a brief statement. I think 
that.it might expedite this matter. 

Mr. Alger and I were just discussing this matter. I notice that 
the city of Dallas raises some question about the possibility of re- 
conveying lands that were acquired from the « ty in what was known 
as the Old Lake Dallas. It is certainly not the disposition on my part, 


and I know on the part of Mr. Wright, to suggest even that that land 
should be reconveyed because that is a contractual relationship be- 
tween the city of Dallas and the Federal Government. We have no 
desire to disturb that arrangement at all. I want to make that very 
clear. We both recognize the relationship of the parties. It is a con- 
tractual relationship and it is not our intention that this legislation 
shall disturb that in any way. 

If the gentleman from Dallas desires an amendment to the bill that 
would clarify that, as far as I am concerned, Mr. Chairman, it would 
be perfectly agreeable for the committee to accept whatever language 
will accomplish that purpose. 

Secondly, I notice in Mr. Cotton’s statement that there is some 
reference to the fact that the city of Dallas has no position as to the 
land between 529 feet and 544 feet. I may be wrong about this, and 
if the engineers are here they will correct me if Iam. It is my under- 
standing under the bill as it is now drawn the engineers would have 
aright to retain whatever lands were needed for project purposes. It 
was my impression that would be determined to be 529 feet. So, as far 
as I am concerned, if that is the fact, that can be put in the report, Mr. 
Alger. I do think in order to maintain flexibility perhaps 1t should 
not be put in the bill. That is purely a technical matter for the 
committee to decide. So it seems to me that actually we are in agree- 
ment if what I have stated is agreeable to Mr. Alger. 

Mr. McGrecor. I understood the chairman to say that you were 
in agreement. Then you were recognized to make a statement and 
you put in some provisos and suggestions as to levels. Have you read 
the statement ? 

93451—57—_17 
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Mr. Ixarp. There are no provisos. I thought that it would be help- 
ful to the committee, since I was a proponent of the legislation, to 
merely confirm what the chairman had said. 

Mr. McGrecor. I thought that you were changing 

Mr. IKxarp. That is exactly what Mr. Alger and I talked about. I 
think Mr. Alger will tell you. I was merely trying to put myself on 
record for the benefit of the committee and that isall. That is exactly 
what I told Mr. Alger. I was really trying, since I was a witness, 
to put myself in a position of agreeing. That was my only purpose, 
There is nothing added, no proviso. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is somewhat in accord with the amendment 
that we have in front of us. I understand it is an agreed amendment. 

Mr. Ixarp. That is an amendment that is with regard to third par- 
ties who have purchased land which has been a trouble spot to the com- 
mittee, to Mr. Alger, Mr. Wright and myself. We have not been able 
ip previous bills to work out any language which would be acceptable 
to the Corps of Engineers. If this language, or any other language 
that the committee can develop is satisfactory, I agree with the princi- 
ple of it. I will be willing to accept it. I want to make it clear that 
I am not making any proviso or anything. I am simply trying to state 
the understanding that Mr. Alger and I have. I assume that he is 
going to state substantially the same thing. 

Mr. McGrecor. I would like to ask one question of the Army en- 
gineers. Does this reconveyance of land include mineral rights? 

Mr. Ixarp. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Alger, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE ALGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. Atcer. I appreciate, in the first place that you will hear us. 

We have in the room today some men who have the know-how be- 
hind this which last year, because of our haste, we did not hear at the 
hearings. I think substantially this has already been worked out and 
that is the reason that I tried to tip off the chairman, so you gentlemen 
would know, but I do think several things need to be said so that you 
will know why there might have been some differences, and since we 
are all here I would like very quickly to outline those. 

In the first place, we have in Texas a terrific water problem. We 
did not put on this recent flood and heavy rainfall to prove this thing 
to you, but it did point out something to those who never saw water 
at the Grapevine Dam. It proved that 1 day there would be water. 
Two people were drowned there last week from water running over the 
emergency spillway uncontrolled. We have a water problem, but now 
it is the other way round. We have not only a water conservation 
problem from the few days of rain that you have heard about, but 
we picked up enough drinking water to last Dallas for 5 years when 
we were at one time down to a 3 days’ supply, I think. Further, we 
have a flood-control problem. 

We not only fill the dams, gentlemen, with this terrific God-given 
rainfall, but we would have filled them once again had we had the 
dams there. So at least dams were proven to be needed not only for 
drinking water and conservation, but secondly, flood control, and it 
saved us millions of dollars. 
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The problem faced in Dallas was—and this is all that I talked about 
2 years—is the maximum utilization of the water potential of that 
watershed where we get our drinking water. We know some of the 
land around the lake might be needed, best known to the engineers, if 
that water pool is ever raised. This was the subject of a controvarsy 
when Mr. tkard put his bill in, in representing his constituents, to turn 
it back to the former owners. We thought that there might be a dis- 
pute over a few feet of the lake level in the event that we had to turn 
around and buy back after the United States has reconveyed it. That 
brings us up to date. 

Because you were good enough to hear us I asked two gentlemen to 
appear today, Mr. Chairman. I am not sure how you want to handle 
this, but those two gentlemen are here. 

I would like to say this about them, if I may make a comment. 

We have with us today Mr. Jim Cotton of the firm of Forest & Cot- 
ton, who for 16 years was with the Corps of Enginers at Galveston, 
Tex., and for 8 years has had his own firm. Jim Cotton is an expert 
and authority on this, having worked most of his adult life on water- 
conservation and flood-control problems. He is a member of all the 
professional national societies. He is a consultant civil engineer and 
he has a fine standing in the entire Southwest in this field. He will 
testify on any questions you might want to ask from an engineering 
standpoint as to the feasibility of the plan that Dallas has in mind. 

Also, Denton, Tex., has a great interest in this. 

Secondly, we have with us Mr. Henry Kucera, who for 32 years has 
been the city attorney for the city of Dallas, and is held in great es- 
teem. Mr. Kucera has a very interesting history that you might be 
interested in. He was the Military Governor of Trieste, so he has dis- 
tinguished himself in several fields. He has been the head of the 
Texas League of Municipalities and the City Attorneys’ Association, 
and is quite an expert in this field. He was a negotiator with the 
Corps of Engineers on the contracts that are covered by this provision 
of the bill. He is an expert in his field. 
oe two gentlemen are here. I hope that you will recognize 
them. 

Mr. Davis. As I said a moment ago, we are going to deviate from a 
long-established policy and let you develop this matter, because Mr. 
Ikard has already said he is in agreement generally. I think in the 
next few minutes we are going to ask you, Mr. Ikard, and Mr. Wright 
to meet with our people and our lawyer and make sure that we have 
the right language. I say this because you are the three gentlemen 
most interested and intimately involved. While the rest of us are 
looking at this from a national viewpoint, this is a local matter of ex- 
treme urgency, and if you three men are satisfied as to the language 
naturally the rest of us are going to be very happy about it. I am 
going to let you develop it in your own way briefly. 

Mr. Aucer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will certainly defer to 
my colleagues at any time if they want to interject something into the 
discussion. 

We have some important matters facing us. I know this committee 
has other things to do. Both of these gentlemen have brief prepared 
statements. I would like for them to be permitted to present them to 
you, ame for the record, or read them, whichever is agreeable. They 
are brief. 























































254 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 







Mr. Davis. Without objection, those statements will be inserted at 
the point when they appear on the witness stand. I think that you 
might ask 1 or 2 leading questions of each of them and then we will 
permit Mr. Wright and Mr. Ikard to ask questions, and if we find our- 
selves in agreement the matter will be concluded. 

Mr. Acer. With that understanding, I see no reason why it is nec- 
essary to read the statements. I wonder if Mr. Cotton could take the 
stand ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Cotton, I understand, is an engineer. You certainly 
had a fine endorsement from Mr. Alger. 

Mr. Aterr. Mr. Cotton, we are pleased that you have taken the time 
to come up here to develop the information that will now be made a part 
of the record. Mr. Wright and Mr. Ikard will ask some questions be- 
cause they have an abiding interest in this. If you have any observa- 
tions to make, we certainly would like to have those over and beyond 
your statement. I believe now that Mr. Ikard and I have agreed that 
the difference in viewpoint is resolved apparently around the elevation, 
the footage of land that should be retained by the Federal Government 
and not reconveyed to the former owners I wonder if you would like 
to address your remarks to that—what the levels might be at the Garza- 
Little Elm Dam, the Lake Dallas site, and at the Grapevine site? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. COTTON, CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEER, 
DALLAS, TEX. 


Mr. Corron. I would like to introduce my statement for the record 


atthis point. _ 
Mr. Davis. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at this 


point. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. CoTTON 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is James A. Cotton. I am 
a consulting civil engineer and appear here today for and in behalf of the city 
of Dallas, Tex. The purpose of my testimony is to acquaint the committee with 
the city’s interest in this pending legislation, Senate bill 497. 

I refer to section 206 of the bill which authorizes the Corps of Engineers to 
return to former owners fee title to certain lands previously purchased by the 
Government at the Grapevine and Garza-Little Elm Reservoirs. The return 
of a portion of this land to private ownership would be contrary to the interests 
of the city of Dallas, and would complicate and make more expensive the proper 
development of the water resources of the Elm Fork of the Trinity River. 

I am sure that the committee is aware of the fact that our area has been 
suffering from devastating floods, which, we hope, marks the end of one of the 
most prolonged and severe droughts of record. Despite our temporary abundance 
of water, there will be an increasing problem of water supply in Texas, and 
particularly in the great urban area of Dallas and Tarrant Counties. An ade- 
quate solution of this water-supply problem requires long-range planning and 
cooperation between all agencies of the Government. 

The two projects with which the city of Dallas is concerned are the Lewisville 
(Garza-Little Elm) Reservoir on the Elm Fork of the Trinity River and the 
Grapevine Reservoir on Denton Creek, a tributary of the Elm Fork. These proj- 
ects were authorized for construction by the Corps of Engineers in the River and 
Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945. The Grapevine project was completed in 
1952, and the Lewisville project in 1954. Unfortunately, the severe drought was 
in progress prior to the completion of these projects and Dallas, until the recent 
rains, has been suffering from an acute shortage of water. The reservoirs are 
now filled and have been of tremendous value in flood control and should meet 
the water-supply needs of Dallas until additional reservoirs can be constructed 
and placed in operation. 
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The prolonged drought and resulting water shortage may be said to have had 
one benefit to our city, and that is in demonstrating the absolute necessity for 
continued long-range planning if adequate supplies of water are to be available 
to meet the ever-increasing needs of the metropolitan area. Realizing this need 
for long-range planning, and further realizing the time required to create a 
large supply of surface water, the city of Dallas appointed a citizens’ long range 
water committee to study the problem and make recommendations. This com- 
mittee is headed by Mr. W. G. Vollmer, president of the Texas & Pacific Railway, 
and is composed of outstanding leaders in our community. Our engineering firm 
was employed by the city to assist the committee in developing plans to meet 
long-range water supply needs of Dallas County. 

Early in the studies of the long-range water supply problem, it was determined 
that the city would ultimately require water supplies several times greater than 
that provided by the present sources. It also was determined that the present 
conservation storage capacities in the Lewisville and Grapevine Reservoirs were 
not sufficient to develop fully the water resources of the Elm Fork and Denton 
Creek, and that additional conservation storage would be required on these 
streams. It was found that suitable reservoir sites existed on the Elm Fork 
above Lewisville Reservoir, and on Denton Creek above Grapevine Reservoir, 
These sites, known as the Aubrey and Roanoke sites, respectively, are shown on 
the small map attached hereto. Also tabulated on the attached map are the 
present and proposed storage allocations as between flood control, conservation, 
and siltation. 

The engineering studies on Elm Fork and Denton Creek show that water 
conservation would be greatly benefited by an exchange of storage between the 
existing and proposed new projects. In the case of the Lewisville and Aubrey 
Reservoirs, the exchange would provide for approximately 218,000 acre-feet of 
the present flood-control storage in Lewisville to be used for water conservation, 
and an equivalent amount of flood storage, approximately 238,000 acre-feet, 
would be provided in the Aubrey Reservoir. Such an exchange, resulting in a 
better distribution in the conservation storage, would increase the total yield 
of the two projects by 26 million gallons per day. In the case of the Grapevine 
and proposed Roanoke projects, the conservation storage in Grapevine would be 
increased by about 205,000 acre-feet, which would be replaced by a like amount 
of flood-control storage in the Roanoke Reservoir. No conservation storage 
space would be provided in the Roanoke Reservoir. This arrangement, dras- 
tically reducing evaporation losses, would increase the yield of the two projects 
by 9 million gallons per day. Thus, the exchange of storage between the existing 
and proposed projects would make an additional 35 million gallons of water per 
day available for municipal supply and would not, in any way, detract from the 
flood control value of the projects. In fact, the new projects as proposed would 
materially increase the flood protection of Dallas and the Trinity River Valley. 
It is desired to emphasize that the city of Dallas would propose nothing that 
would decrease the flood protection provided by the present reservoirs and would 
strongly oppose any plan that would decrease the flood protection now enjoyed. 

Now I shall try to explain specifically how section 206 of the proposed bill 
would adversely affect the future developments on the Elm Fork and Denton 
Creek. The two existing projects are combined flood-control and water-conserva- 
tion projects, with an allocation of storage between these purposes as shown on 
the attached map. The local interests participated financially in the cost of these 
projects (about $5 million) and, in addition to its financial participation, the 
city of Dallas entered into a contract with the Federal Government under the 
terms of which Dallas permitted the flooding of its then existing Lake Dallas 
Dam and conveyed to the Federal Government approximately 14,500 acres of land 
which the city had previously acquired for Lake Dallas. Information with 
respect to this contract will be given by Mr. Henry Kucera, city attorney of the 
city of Dallas. Dallas has rights of many years’ standing to the waters of the 
Elm Fork, which will also be reviewed by Mr. Kucera. These prior water rights 
exceed the available supply in the stream. 

All during the planning of the projects and negotiations with the city of Dallas 
and other local interests, the Corps of Engineers proposed to acquire lands in fee, 
exclusive of minerals, to a level well above the spillway crests. Lands were 
acquired in fee in some instances to 544 elevation above mean sea level in the 
Lewisville Reservoir, and 581 elevation in the Grapevine Reservoir. This policy 
was followed until about midway in the land acquisition _program. The Corps of 
Engineers, without reference to the previous understanding with the city of 
Dallas and other participating local interests, changed the land-acquisition policy. 
Under the new policy, land was acquired in fee only to the conservation pool level, 
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plus a sufficient height to provide for a rise in the flood-control pool that would 
be produced by a flood of 5-year frequency. This changed policy resulted in a 
fee taking to elevation 522 and 542 in Lewisville and Grapevine, respectively, 
Above this level, flood easements are being taken under the new policy. When the 
Aubrey and Roanoke Reservoirs are constructed, making possible an exchange of 
storage between them and the existing reservoirs, then the conservation pool 
level in Lewisville Reservoir would be raised 8 feet from its present 515 elevation 
to elevation 523. The Grapevine conservation pool level would be raised 22.5 
feet from its present elevation of 535 to elevation 557.5. To make this new op- 
erating level possible without the need for land acquisition in the future, the 
present policy would require acquisition in fee to approximate elevation 529 at 
Lewisville and approximate elevation 560 at Grapevine. 

To summarize, future developments on the Elm Fork in the interest of water 
conservation and possibly increased flood control will require an adjustment 
in the present operating levels of the Grapevine and Lewisville Reservoirs. Re 
turn of the lands as proposed between elevation 522 and 529 at Lewisville, and 
between elevation 542 and 560 at Grapevine means that the city of Dallas or 
other local interests would be required to purchase this land, which is already 
owned by the United States, and a part of the cost of which has been paid by 
Dallas and local interests owning the conservation storage. It is pointed out 
to the committee that the lands involved between elevations cited for the reser- 
voirs constitute only a portion of the lands which may have been acquired by 
the Government under its old policy and which are now considered unnecessary 
for the operation of the projects. 

The city of Dallas, throughout this matter, has asked for no change in the 
land-acquisition policy, but only that the acquisition under the policy be based 
on the conditions that must ultimately exist in these reservoirs in the interest 
of water supply. Consequently, Dallas has not and is not asking for any action 
one way or the other with respect to those lands lying between elevations 529 
and 544 at Lewisville and between elevations 560 and 581 at Grapevine. Dallas 
would, of course, be interested in the disposition by the Government of any 
portion of the 14,500 acres which the city formerly owned and has conveyed 
to the Government under certain conditions on the Lewisville project. As stated, 
Dallas’ interest has been based on requirements for water conservation; how- 
ever, it might be wise for this matter to be reviewed from the standpoint of 
possible future flood-control needs in light of the recent floods on the Trinity 
River of unprecedented volume. 

Dallas respectfully urges this committee to amend section 206 of S. 497 to 
specifically exclude the return of any lands presently owned by the Government 
below elevation 529 at the Lewisville project, and 560 at the Grapevine project. 
We know that this committee is interested in and has done much for water con- 
servation throughout the country, and we are confident that compliance with this 
request will further the long-established objectives of this committee. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Corron. If the committee has my statement before the indi- 
vidual members, I would like for you to refer to the last page in that 
statement, which is a map. This, from Dallas’ standpoint, is simply 
a matter of water conservation and perhaps increased flood protection. 
We know that this project, like a great many projects in Texas that we 
have, is just the beginning of the 1 necessary projects in water resource 
development and we know we are going to have to have additional 
developments in order to meet our ever- increasing water needs. We 
feel, and we know from an engineering standpoint, that the water 
conservation could be enhanced by an exchange of storage between 
existing projects and projects that will be built in the future. These 
future ‘projects may be built by Dallas; they may be built by Denton; 
they may be built by the Federal Government, At the present time 
the conservation pool level at the Garza-Little Elm Reservoir is at 
elevation at sea level of 515 feet. We think in the future in connec- 
tion with an upstream project that that would be changed to elevation 
523. 
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The Corps of Engineers, under this new policy, is obtaining fee 
simple title to elevation 523 at this time and we would like to see that 
up to 529. We would like to see the land interests retained which 
would permit a future conservation pool level in the Garza-Little Elm 
project at 523. 

On Grapevine we would like to see that level up to 560. 

Mr. Wricut. Will the gentleman yield for a question at this point? 

Mr. Cotton, Mr. Ikard has indicated that it was his initial under- 
standing that those would probably be the levels that the corps 
would find desirable. Of course, we Sour it to the corps to ascertain 
what lands are no longer needed. 

Would it strengthen your position and help the situation were the 
committee to prepare a little brief statement in its committee report 
on the bill specifying this language that you have inserted in the pre- 
pared statement at page 6 stipulating the levels as vou have set them 
forth? Would that be satisfactory to you, and do you think that would 
be helpful in achieving an equitable and amicable solution to the prob- 
lem all the way around ? 

Mr. Corton. I think so, Mr. Wright. I do not know how it should 
be handled from the standpoint of this committee. We would like 
the matter so handled by this committee that the corps would not 
reinvest any of this title below those two elevations. 

Mr. Davis. Do you think a statement in the report would be satis- 
factory rather than spelling it out by 523 or 529 feet in the act itself? 
Just let the report show that it is the intention of this commitee, or 
the desire of the committee, that the Engineers conform to those ele- 
vations ? 

Mr. Corton. I think that that would be satisfactory, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aucer. If I might inquire, without that being in the bill would 
that spell out the intent so that some time in the future it could not be 
misconstrued? I ask that because I do not know the authority of the 
report itself. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. McGregor has a comment. 

Mr. McGrecor. I think that it could be spelled out. If you put 
your exact figures in the legislation you are tying the hands of those 
who might be controlling it. Some taxpayer could bring an enjoiner 
suit against you and you would be in trouble. I think you could put 
it in the report. That would make it approximate levels with the un- 
derstanding that the Army engineers are in accord with the wording 
that is in the report. I think that would be better. Would that not be 
correct, Mr. Pearl? Would it not be better to have it in the report 
than making it definite in law? 

Mr. Peart. We do not think so. We are ready to discuss here and 
now, if the committee desires, the differences between the various ele- 
vations, but we think that the law should be specific because the 
people—and I am particularly talking about the former owners—in 
the area are not bound by the committee report. They will see the law 
and they will know that there are reconveyances that are to be made, 
They will want to know whether or not their land is available for recon- 
veyance under the law as enacted. If this committee wants to specify 
an elevation and you will write it into the law, that is perfectly agree- 
able to us. 

Mr. McGrecor. You say they will not read the report. I wonder 
how many will read the law. 
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Mr. Peart. Their attorneys will. 

Mr. McGrecor. They will read the report also. 

Mr. Jones. What you are saying to the committee is that the corps 
got us into this spot, and now you, the committee, get us off; is that it? 

Mr. Peart. No, sir. We are perfectly agreeable to that elevation be- 
ing specified in the law, but this elevation that is being suggested here 
today is to take care of future requirements. It is not to take care of 
anything authorized for project purposes today, so under the law if the 
law does not specify these elevations we would have to find that the 
land is available for reconveyance. 

Mr. Wrieur. Will the gentleman yield for a question? Is not legis- 
lative intent frequently spelled out in committee reports, and does not 
the corps concern itself with legislative reports ? 

Mr. Praru. As I understand the law, if a statute is not clear, if the 
legislative intent is vague in the reading of the statute, the courts will 
then go to the committee report and the rest of the legislative history 
for that matter. But we do not ordinarily look at the legislative his- 
tory if the statute itself is clear and unequivocal. 

Mr. Wriecut. I would like to say this to the gentleman; we have 
come right up to the brink of an agreement on a matter that has been 
troubling this committee for well over a year. We do not want to find 
a new and unexpected obstacle at this moment. If this is agreeable 
to the people involved and to the committee, and if we spell out our 
intent sufficiently in the committee report, would that not be sufficient 
guidance for the corps in carrying out the administration of this act? 

Mr. Peart. I cannot say with definite positiveness. It is just my 
opinion that the problem would give us trouble. But possibly we can 
take care of it with a little additional amendment to the act without 
specifying the elevation. We might say “land not required for project 
purpose and future development,” and then spell out in the committee 
report what is meant by “future development.” 

Mr. Davis. We like to go along with the Engineers, but we are not 
going to let the Engineers complicate this situation at this point, I will 
guarantee, after all the effort we have put in on it. This committee 
will just take over, in my judgment, and we are going to conclude it. 

Mr. Acer. In answer to the suggestions made by the gentleman 
from Texas, all in the world we are interested in is to know what the 
law clearly states. I asked a question, not to put you on the spot, but 
to clarify my own thinking as what the law will be read to mean, see- 
ing what the Supreme Court does to congressional intent when we spell 
it out in detail. Here we are not talking about this terrific amount of 
land. I just want to be sure and I know the committee wants to be 
sure and I know that the gentlemen join me in this, that we clearly spell 
out what it is we want. I want the law to say that, as I am sure every- 
one does. I just would like to find out about the report. 

Mr. Jones. May I ask you this question, and you are a lawyer? 

Mr. Atcer. No. 

Mr. Jonxs. I wonder if any lawyer who is on this committee would 
have any question if we wrote in the report that the elevation to be 
utilized by the Corps of Engineers should be 529 feet, that the Corps 
of Engineers would, in total disregard, and in total disobedience of 
the Congress of the United States, undertake to utilize any elevation 
other than 529 feet? The question arises, as I understand Mr. Pearl, 
that we are to resolve the question in the minds of those people down 
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there who might have some difference. That is not the function of 
this committee. It is to resolve the difference of the elevation of the 
pool and to give expression to the Corps of Engineers as to how they 
shall be directed. I wonder if anyone who is a lawyer would have 
any legal doubt as to how the corps would interpret that? 

Mr. Acer. I wonder if it would be permissible with the committee 
to introduce at this time the other gentleman who is the legal brains 
in this for the city of Dallas, and let him participate in the discussion ? 

Mr. Davis. Fine. We will hear from Mr. Kucera. 

Mr. Accer. Gentlemen, this is Mr. Kucera, the Dallas city attorney, 
who was the negotiator for the city of Dallas with the Corps of En- 
gineers on these contracts when they were originated. He knows his 
field thoroughly, and I know that I speak for him when I say that he 
welcomes your questions. 

I may say to the gentleman from Alabama that one of the reasons 
I asked the question was because I am not a lawyer and I must be 
doubly careful that the intent of the law is spelled out. That is the 
reason that I asked the question about the report. I was not sure about 
the force of a report in connection with something that might be left 
out of a bill. I think if we do not mention these things in the future 
it may not be known what the committee is talking about even though 
it is in the report. 

Mr. Jones. Suppose we had a project on the Ohio River and we say 
in the report 560 feet? We authorize $50 million and the Corps of En- 
gineers comes and testifies that it is going to build a dam at Cincin- 
nati, Ohio. Is there any question in anybody’s mind as to whether 
or not that report designating Cincinnati, Ohio, as the site for the 
expenditure of $50 million will not be later lived up to? That is the 
common practice of the committee, as I understand the situation. 

Mr. Davis. Sure, and if we spell it out in the report, I think that 
expresses the intent. 

Mr. Avcrer. Mr. Kucera, you have heard the discussion, and you 
know the contract from a negotiating standpoint and from the stand- 
point of the city of Dallas. I wonder what your viewpoint on this is? 


STATEMENT OF H. P. KUCERA, CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE CITY 
OF DALLAS, TEX. 


Mr. Kucera. I have a statement that I would like to file for the ree- 
ord at this point. 

Mr. Davis. Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at this 
point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF H. P. Kucera 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is H. P. Kucera. I am 
city attorney for the city of Dallas and appear here today for and in behalf of the 
city of Dallas, Tex. The purpose of my appearance is to bring to the attention 
of the committee the interest of the city of Dallas in pending legislation, par- 
ticularly section 206 of Senate bill 497. 

Under section 206 of this bill, the Corps of Engineers would be authorized 
to return or sell back to the former owners fee title to lands previously purchased 
by the Government for the Grapevine and Garza-Little Elm Reservoirs. The 
city of Dallas has a definite interest in these marginal lands which are proposed 
to be returned to the former owners by virtue of contractual relations of the 
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city of Dallas with the United States Government through its Corps of Engi- 


neers, which were entered into at the time of the acquisition of the property and 
the construction of these reservoirs. 


CONTRACTS AND INSTRUMENT OF CONVEYANCE 


I desire to call the committee’s attention to the following three instruments 
with reference to these projects: 


A. Contract dated May 18, 1953, with reference to Garza-Little Elm Dam and 
Reservoir (see exhibit A) 


Under this contract the city of Dallas agreed to contribute $3,500,000 toward 
the cost of building the reservoir and the acquisition of necessary lands which 
the Army engineers estimated represented the incremental cost for providing 
storage for the 310,000 acre-feet of water to be stored for the city of Dallas in 
the reservoir. Of this amount the city of Dallas has already paid $3,400,000, but 
the final payment has not been made because the Corps of Engineers has not 
finished and made settlement in the final land acquisition and cost determination. 
The city of Dallas stands ready to make this final payment when requested by 
the Government. 

The city of Dallas likewise agreed to convey to the United States Govern- 
ment the existing Lake Dallas which was the main water supply of the city 
and consisted of some 14,500 acres of land. The city of Dallas purchased this 
land and built the reservoir between 1923 and 1927 at a total cost of approxi- 
mately $5 million. 

Under article 2, section (a) of said contract, the city of Dallas retained all 
mineral rights with the right to develop them. Under section (b) of said article 
2, it is provided as follows: 

“(b) In the event the lands and appurtenances to be conveyed by the city to 
the Government as provided herein shall no longer be used by the Government 
for the purposes for which conveyed, namely flood control and allied purposes, 
the interest in such lands conveyed by the city to the Government shall then 
revert to and become the property of the city, and the city shall have the right 
to reenter and take possession of the property and utilize it for such purposes 
as it may desire, or it may dispose of the same as hereinafter provided. In the 
event there should be a gradual filling-in of the reservoir and at such time should 
that portion of the properties which the city of Dallas is conveying to the Gov- 
ernment no longer be needed or used for flood control and allied purposes, then 
and in that event the city and the Government will negotiate for a return of any 
such portion of the lands to the city of Dallas.” 


D. Deed of conveyance (see exhibit B) 


The instrument conveying the title to Lake Dallas to the Government reserved 
to the city of Dallas all the mineral rights together with the right of exploration 
and development. The instrument further provides a reversion of the title to the 
property to the city of Dallas in the following language: 

“In the event the above described premises shall cease to be used by the United 
States for the purposes for which conveyed, namely flood control and allied pur- 
poses, then and in that event, this conveyance shall be null and void and title 
to said land shall absolutely revert without suit or reentry to the grantor, its 
successors, and assigns, and no act or omission on the part of the grantor shall 
be a waiver of the operation or enforcement of this condition.” 


C. Contract dated January 11, 1954, with reference to Grapevine Dam and 
Reservoir (see exhibit C) 

Under this contract the city of Dallas agreed to purchase from the United 
States Government 85,000 acre-feet of water to be stored in Grapevine Reservoir 
upon the payment of approximately $1,453,464.52. This project has been com- 
pleted and the city has made the final payment to the Corps of Engineers in 
accordance with this contract. This money represented again the Corps of En- 
gineers’ estimate of the incremental cost of purchasing additional lands and in- 
crease in the height of the dam to provide this storage. 

Under article 6, section b, of this contract, it is provided as follows: 

“b. It is the understanding of the parties hereto that the Government does not 
hereby obligate itself to continue operation of the project for a period in excess of 
50 years, or beyond the useful life of the project for flood control, navigation, and 
allied purposes, whichever first occurs. It is the expectation of the parties, how- 
ever, that the project may have a useful life for such purposes in excess of 50 
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years ; and it is understood and agreed that the Government may continue opera- 
tion of the project for any additional term beyond such time, subject to termina- 
tion at the Government’s election. In any event, should the Government perma- 
nently abandon or discontinue the project as no longer useful for flood control, 
navigation, and allied purposes, or for any other cause, as between the Govern- 
ment and the city, the right of the latter is hereby recognized thereafter to utilize 
the storage space to the full extent provided for in this contract for the purposes 
for which the city hereunder is contributing its money without further obliga- 
tion on the part of the Government.” 

Under article 7 of said contract it reads in part as follows: 

“Article 7. Operation and maintenance.—The Government shall operate and 
maintain the project owned by the Government. The city shall be responsible for 
the operation and maintenance of all features and appurtenances to be provided 
and owned by the city for withdrawal of water from the reservoir. The city shall 
have the right to make withdrawals of water for its purposes as needed in accord- 
ance with article 1. In the event the Government should temporarily suspend 
maintenance and operation of the project due to lack of appropriated funds, then 
and in that event, the city shall be privileged and shall the right to enter upon 
the premises and operate the same for its own use and benefit in supplying itself 
with water to the extent provided in this contract.” 

On the basis of these contracts, it is the city of Dallas’ contention that it has 
a definite vested property right in the properties that are now sought to be re- 
turned to the former owners. The city takes this position because the Govern- 
ment represented to the city of Dallas that in order to provide the storage space 
in each of these reservoirs for the use and benefit of the city of Dallas, it would be 
and was necessary to buy additional lands and that the money (that is, approxi- 
mately $1,453,464.52 paid on the Grapevine Reservoir and the $3,400,000 already 
paid on the Garza-Little Elm Reservuir and the conveyance to the Government 
of the 14,500 acres of land in the original Lake Dallas) represents the incremental 
cost (extra cost) of the reservoirs to furnish the water supply and storage space 
for the city of Dallas. 

Naturally the question arises, since the city of Dallas conveyed to the Gov- 
ernment Lake Dallas (14,500 acres of land) which the Government incorporated 
and is now an integral part of Garza-Little Elm Reservoir, does this pending leg- 
islation, particularly section 206 thereof, propose to return this marginal property 
to the former owners? The Government did not participate in the purchase 
of these lands which formerly comprised Lake Dallas. We believe that such 
would be the import of this legislation. 

It will be noted that in both of the contracts, the city of Dallas has a con- 
tinuing right to utilize the water from these lakes so long as they are serviceable 
and even if the Government should abandon their operation, the city of Dallas 
would then have the right to step in and utilize the water therefrom for its needs. 

Under paragraph (h) of section 206 of this bill, it is provided as follows: 

“(h) Any proceeds from reconveyances made under this Act shall be covered 
into the Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts.” 

In summing up, it is the city of Dallas’ contention that: 

(1) The contracts between the city and the Government would be violated by 
the return of the lands to the former owners. 

(2) The former owners were compensated and the Government purchased the 
fee. 

(3) It was represented that these lands were necssary and on the basis of such 
representation the amount of the city’s contribution toward the building of these 
lakes, was determined. 

(4) With reference to the land actually conveyed (formerly Lake Dallas con- 
sisting of 14,500 acres of land), the contract and deed of conveyance provided 
for a reversion of the title to said property to the city of Dallas in the event it 
is not needed or useful in whole or in part for lake purposes. 

(5) If the lands were not needed and a lesser estate than the fee had been 
purchased, obviously the cost would not have been as great as it actually was. 

(6) To now provide by this proposed bill that the proceeds of such sale should 
go to the United States Treasury seems a clear violation of these contracts. 


WATER PERMITS 


1. City of Dallas permits.—For the purpose of the record, we desire to further 
submit the water permits which have been granted to the city of Dallas under 
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the State law for the purpose of taking water from the Elm Fork of the Trinity 
River: 





Per- Site or name of reservoir Allowed annual diversion 
mit 


———— | —________. —— — 


75 . 29,1914 | Record crossing dam, California crossing | 1,129 cubic feet per second contin- 
dam, Carrollton Dam, Bachman Lake, uous or 816,243 acre-feet per year. 
White Rock Lake. 
8, 1924 | Lake Dallas 300,000 acre-feet per year. 
, 1948 | Grapevine 85,000 acre-feet per year. 
20, 1949 | Garza-Little Elm_-.-_-- swede ...| 415,000 acre-feet per year, includes 
300,000 acre-feet per year of permit 
798 above. 
. 80,1953 | Red River to Pecan Creek to Elm Fork of | 112,000 acre-feet per year. 
Trinity River. 


Note.—The water from the Red River has a high saline content and is undesirable for domestic use unless 
in case of extreme emergency such as we experienced in Dallas and Texas during the last 6 years, 


2. City of Denton permits.—The city of Denton holds permit 1706, dated June 
17, 1954, to impound 21,000 acre-feet annually in the combined Lake Dallas- 
Garza-Little Elm Reservoir. 

The city of Denton has filed with the State board of water engineers under 
date of January 6, 1955, the following three presentations: A presentation is 
not a permit but is merely a petition under which the applicant is given the 
right to investigate the prospective possibilities of a reservoir and then a hearing 
is required before the State board of water engineers which has the right to 
grant the permit only if the water is not otherwise previously appropriated 
or preempted. 

Presentation 1331 contemplates the building of a dam and reservoir on the 
Elm Fork of the Trinity River between State Highway No. 24 and the Denton- 
Cooke County line to appropriate 45,000 acre-feet of water annually. 

Presentation 1332 contemplates the building of a dam and reservoir on Denton 
Creek, a tributary of Elm Fork of the Trinity, at some point between the T, & P. 
Railroad and State Highway No. 24 in Denton County and contemplates appro- 
priating 45,000 acre-feet of water annually. 

Presentation 1333 contemplates the building of a dam and reservoir on Clear 
Creek of the Elm Fork of the Trinity River at some point between the mouth 
of Clear Creek with the Elm Fork of the Trinity and the G. C. & S. F. Rail- 
road in Denton County and seeks an appropriation of 45,000 acre-feet of water 
annually. 

Each of these presentations contemplates the impounding of 20,000 acre-feet. 
The city of Dallas by resolution dated July 23, 1956, protests the granting of 
these permits unless the possible reservoir sites are fully developed, and further 
conditioned that the city of Denton will pay its share of the cost of the develop- 
ment of any and all of said projects, the cost to be shared on the basis of the 
respective rights that the city of Denton and the city of Dallas would have 
allocated to them, for the taking of the water. 

In conclusion I wish to state that the city of Dallas in good faith paid over 
to the United States Government the amount requested as its part of the con- 
tribution for Grapevine Reservoir and has paid $3,400,000, and conveyed to the 
Government the city-owned Lake Dallas consisting of some 14,500 acres of land, 
and stands ready to make final payment on Garza-Little Elm Reservoir when- 
ever the final costs are determined. The city has made these payments as the 
work progressed instead of the usual procedure of waiting until the projects 
become operative. In view of the contents of these contracts, and the convey- 
ance above referred to, we believe the pending legislation (that is sec. 206 of 
§S. 497) is in definite violation of the contractural obligations which the Govern- 
ment entered into with the city of Dallas. 

The city of Dallas respectfully urges that section 206 of Senate bill 497 insofar 
as it eoncerns the Grapevine and Garza-Little Elm projects, be deleted. With the 
unprecedented growth that Dallas has experienced, who can now say that these 
lands will not be needed for future development? Dallas feels that it has made 
its investment in good faith and the Government should retain these lands with 
the fee simple title so that they may be utilized in the future without further 
expense. Dallas is grateful to the Government for the building of these dual- 
purpose reservoirs because they mean so much to the general welfare of Dallas 
and the people in the surrounding area. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Kucera. I would like to accept the statement made by the rep- 
resentative of the Corps of Engineers, in line with the suggestion of 
the gentleman, Mr. Jones, and that is that at line 20 on page 49 of this 
bill that language be inserted to the effect that in determining what 
lands will not be needed they shall take into consideration the pro- 
posed future developments, and then spell out in the committee report 
what elevation we are talking about here. 

Mr. Aucer. May I ask the gentleman from Texas if that meets with 
their approval ? 

Mr. Wrieur. I would say to my good friend Henry Kucera, whom 
I have known for many years and admire greatly, that Mr. Ikard is 
prepared, and I am prepared, to spell that out in the committee report 
and to have that be binding on the Corps. 

We are also prepared to accept in toto the amendment that Mr. 
Alger has drafted and will have presented in a moment. And if it is 
desired by the representatives of the city of Dallas, we will accept an 
amendment to the bill specifically exempting from reconveyance any 
of these lands involved in the Dallas Federal contracts concerning Old 
Lake Dallas. We will do that if you will go this inch with us—not 
write into the bill these elevations. 

Now, the gentleman is an eminent lawyer and jurist. He is familiar 
with the manner in which the courts interpret legislative intent in 
congressional reports and I believe that he will agree with us that this 
is an amicable solution and everybody can agree to it and everybody 
can live under it. 

Mr. Kucera. Our purpose is, Mr. Wright, that since there is a 
definite thought that some of these days some of these lands will be 
needed for further development, that the city of Dallas, having con- 
tributed to both of these projects materially, close to $10 million in 
cash and in lands, that we should not have to go ahead and pay for it 
again one of these later days. 

I would like to have in this bill an amendment that the lands that 
the city of Dallas conveyed in connection with the Garaza-Little Elm 
Dam be exempted from this revestment. 

Mr. Wrieut. We will accept that amendment; yes, sir. That is 
highly agreeable to everybody involved. 

Mr. Aucer. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe it is generally known 
by this committee that 14,500 acres were conveyed by the city of Dallas 
to the corps in this original agreement, plus some $5 million. That is 
what he had in mind when he spoke about $10 million, so that is the 
contribution we have in it. 

I might ask the gentleman further if he would like to comment on 
the point of law relative to the reversionary interest in that land, be- 
cause of the terms of the contract with the Federal Government—the 
Corps of Engineers themselves. 

Mr. Kucera. Under exhibit B, which I have filed here, the cit 
of Dallas retained all the mineral rights in the fourteen-thousand- 
some-odd acres of land which the city of Dallas purchased, largel 
through eminent domain proceedings, between 1923 and 1925, and 

yas part of that deal, and we also retained an absolute reversion to 
all this land in our contract, that in the event any part or all of it 
should cease to be used by the Government in connection with the 
Garza-Little Elm project, that there will be an ipso facto reversion to 
the city of Dallas of that property. 
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With reference to Grapevine, we made no conveyance of land. We 
merely paid over to the Government what they asked us. The estimate 
was $1,453,000 in the final settlement and we have made the final settle- 
ment. We have already paid them $1,433,000-some-odd. 

On the Carsonville Dam we have paid $1,400,000, and we are 
supposed to pay up to another $100,000, but the Army Engineers so far 
have not calculated the final cost, but we stand ready to make a final 
payment when that is determined. 

Mr. Aucer. Mr. Chairman, I believe that pretty well states the case. 
There is only one other thing which the gentleman from Texas has 
just mentioned, and that is the matter of the property owners. You 
all heard about that last year. 

Those who own lakefront property or think they do would be cut 
off from the water by the ome that would be reconveyed to the former 
owners, if there were not some amendment to at least give some protec- 
tion to those new lakefront owners who bought land thinking they 
were abutting on the lake. We have with us today Mr. Steger. If you 
will step forward, Mr. Steger, I would like to present you to the 
committee. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you so much, both of you gentlemen. 

Mr. ScuweEnceL. Before these gentlemen leave the chair, I have 
one abiding interest, as members of the committee know. Many of 
our so-called flood-control projects in the past are compounding our 
problem for the future. 

For instance, on the Missouri River we have built a great system 
of dams, et cetera. Now, we find that those dams are being filled in 
with silt, et cetera. My question to you gentlemen is this: First of 
all, I am sure you are aware of that problem. Second, are you 
getting the cooperation of the soil conservation districts around that 
area so that this problem will not plague you some time in the future? 

Mr. Corton. The soil conservation districts are extremely active in 
our watershed, probably more so than any other watershed in the 
United States. 

Mr. Scuwence. It is your opinion that you are making good 
progress in that area ? 

Mr. Corton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuwence.. And in a period of time that probably will be 
solved so this will not be a problem for you in the future? 

Mr. Corron. We have no great apprehension about siltation of these 
projects that we are discussing here today. 

Mr. Aucer. I did not mean to cut off the witnesses from questions 
if the committee so desired. I wanted to introduce Mr. Steger on this 
final amendment, and then we are complete, and unless the gentleman 
from Texas would like to add something further, we will conclude it. 

Mr. Davis. Just before Mr. Steger appears, I would like to make this 
statement : If the committee has no objection, I would like at the con- 
clusion of Mx. Steger’s statement to have Mr, Alger, Mr. Wright and 
Mr. Ikard retire with the city of Dallas’ fine lawyer. We have a good 
lawyer, Mr. Sullivan, representing the committee, and Colonel 
Brennan. 

All the rest of us will stay away and let you people and the lawyers 
write the language that we ought to put in this bill, and then bring it 
back to us, and I am not facetious. 
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Will all of you gentlemen initial the page? That is New York 
practice. Then I will guarantee that in executive session we will be 
delighted to look at that language, and then—it is only 5 minutes after 
11 now—we will have saved 2 ot because we took an equivalent of 
10 days last year. 

If the committee has no objection, do you think that is a pretty good 
answer tothisproblem? Fine. 

Mr. Srecer. Just a brief word or two. Mr. Alger will ask questions 
and we will all get out of this room and let you all sit around this table. 

Mr. Acer. Mr. Chairman, many thanks. I certainly want to wel- 
come Mr. Steger on my own account, and I know he shares my ap- 
preciation for appearing here. 

I cannot help but feel that maybe, having traveled such a long way, 
to come up here to find agreement almost is disappointing because after 
all, he planned to make quite a statement, in a push for what he be- 
lieves. I do not believe he is too sorrowful either if this is resolved, 
as apparently it will be, to the interest of the lakefront property 
owners. 

Mr. Steger is not only a prominent attorney in our community, but 
he happens to be a lakefront property owner himself and shares that 
distinction with many others that own property fronting on the lake. 
They have been very concerned. 

If you would like to make a statement, it will not be necessary to 
read any formal statement because whatever you have will be placed 
in the record. You have seen the amendment, so I might direct a 
question to that amendment, if it seems to please you and will solve 
the situation as you see it. 


STATEMENT OF HUGH L. STEGER, ATTORNEY REPRESENTING 
LAKEFRONT PROPERTY OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Srecer. Thank you, sir. Any time I see the judge writing on a 
docket sheet I never extend my remarks. I would not do it on this 
occasion here. 

I am just a plain lawyer here without sleep and without fee, but 
representing both individually as a landowner 312 that own land, ap- 
proximately one-third of them on Grapevine and about two-thirds on 
Garza-Little Elm, the two lakes in question here. 

The only thing that I would like to let this committee know is that 
this proposal in this bill, as Mr. McGregor very aptly put it a while 
ago, will cause a lot of headaches and endless trouble in its present 
form. 

Consequently, we are attempting to have amendatory language 
placed in it that would protect to some degree the present owners of 
land around that lake; those who have acquired land since the lake 
was taken, or the land was taken, by the Government. 

Now, the Crops of Engineers have had previous experience on this. 
I would cite the Jim Woodruff Lake in Alabama. I do not know if 
any of you are familiar with it. Substantially the same language was 
in that bill and my understanding of it is still a headache down there. 
Consequently, we have asked language that would protect the present 
owners, and in one sense would give them the right to object. 
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Every inquiry we made resulted in our being directed to the 
Executive and the President, if you please, because of his veto of 
previous measures. We attempted then to get with the Corps of 
Engineers. Certainly they do not recommend this legislation, or 
legislation of any type of this form, but the amendatory language, 
that which is suggested and which each of you have at your places, 
has been discussed with the Corps of Engineers. 

It is my understanding that they think it is administrable. We 
were seeking to do two things: One, to prevent the obvious inequi- 
ties that I think everyone conceded would result from the bill in its 
present Janguage, and secondly, to have something that would not 
receive a veto because of the fact that it was not administrable by the 
Corps of Engineers or the Secretary of the Army. 

I have only one suggestion, and this language is not completely 
mine; some of the ideas were mine. Incidentally, I missed a meeting 
and became the chairman of the legislative group down there. Hence, 
my trip to Washington, but the language that is in this amendment 
that is before you has been ch: anged, and has some suggestions made 
there that, as I understand, would be agreeable, again my opinion, 
that it would be agreeable and I think that can be “verified as being 
administrable by the Corps of Engineers. 

I would stand corrected by any of the gentlemen here. I did not 
talk to any of the gentlemen from the corps that are in the room here, 
but with others, both in the area and in Washington. 

The only suggestion, again, that I might put in the record at this 
point, and that would be not for you gentlemen, but the ones you have 
design: ited to write it, that since survey has been made, the problem 
always is the extension of the boundary lines to the new level, or the 
new lake reservoir project line. 

Because of the lines going in all directions of 360°, there would be 
a tremendous problem on the corps in extending those lines. There- 
fore, we asked, after there was objection by the present landowners, 
that there be agreement between the present landowner and former 
landowner. I would go further and at one time I suggested that an 
agreed survey be presented to the secretary or the corps or the ap- 
propriate agency, thereby taking away again the administrative head- 
ache of trying to carry out such a bill. 

May I just show two pictures, to show you what inequities would 
occur? The line that you see in blue (indicating) is what is known 
as the conservation pool line on Garza-Little Elm. The line halfway 
between that and the brown or orange line is the 5-year flood level 
that was discussed. On any buy-backs, this orange line is 544. You 
can see the property lines. You can see the narrow strip that former 
iandowners around this complete tract would be able to block this 
man from the lake with. 

Now, may I show you just two other pictures? This one, to show 
you what our situation is now, shows an actual aerial shot on Garza- 
Little Elm Lake at 525, which is, incidentally, a little better than 5 
years. Again, the red line shows the take line, and where again, for- 
mer landowners would be able to come in. 

Two weeks later this same shot was made, a slightlv different angle. 
You can see that there is no land. The water at that point was at 
535 and there was actually no land. It had narrowed that strip down 
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to a strip of approximately 10 feet that this bill in its present form 
would allow a former owner to come in and take. 

Mr. McGrecor. One is 525 and this last picture is 535 ? 

Mr. Srecer. Yes, sir. I will not extend my remarks. I would cer- 
tainly say that I would very definitely recommend some language to 
amend the bill for the simple reason that we ought not to compound 
inequities that presently exist. 

Thank you a lot. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Steger, we will add you to the city attorney and the 
others. I was not clear about the name of your city attorney. 

Mr. Arcer. Mr. Kucera. 

Mr. Davis. We are going to have this small group bring back the lan- 
guage properly initialed. We are going to ask Mr. Pear] to sit over in 
the corner. Weare asking him to join from a practical standpoint, be- 
cause we do not want the engineers at the last minute coming in and 
recommending to the President that this great big bill be vetoed just 
because they do not agree on whether we dot the “i” black, or put just 
a little color in. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, would they take a suggestion from a 
layman? I note in these 2 or 3 sections of this bill it reads, “Any 
land reconveyed under this act.” I am wondering if we should not 
make it a little more restrictive and say under this section so that we 
are not making it so broad, and to make it applicable. 

Mr. Davis. Fine. That is a very constructive suggestion. 

Gentlemen, everybody be quiet just for a minute. 

Gentlemen of the committee, if you will look on page 23, lines 9 
through 16, and 18 through 23, then on page 24, lines 1 through 9, there 


is reference to three dams up in Connecticut: Mad River, Hall 
Meadow Brook, East Branch of the Naugatuck River at Torrington, 
Conn. 

Our colleague Rep. James T. Patterson has a statement which he 
should like to have inserted in the record at this point. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES T. PATTERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Patterson. Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of this 
committee: I wish to express to you gentlemen my gratitude for the 
privilege you have accorded me in appearing before this committee 
to discuss three flood-control projects proposed in the pending measure 
that are of concern to us in Connecticut. 

I appreciate the tremendous burden that this committee must al- 
ways bear, and I will, therefore, try not to reiterate certain asnects of 
statements previously made before this distinguished committee. 

Briefly, I wish to offer my unqualified endorsement of the Army 
Corps of Engineers’ plans and specifications for flood protection at 
Torrington and Winsted, Conn. 

The proposed construction of a $5,820.000 flood-control dam and res- 
ervoir on the Mad River would reduce flood damage in reaches of the 
Mad and Still Rivers downstream from the damsite, and the benefits 
derived therefrom would exceed costs by a ratio of 1.2to1. This dam, 
of course, is designed to substantially reduce the flood heights at Win- 
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sted, and local flood protective installations will be needed, in addi- 
tion, to provide more adequate protection for this enterprising com- 
munity. 

The projected $2,420,000 Hall Meadow Brook and the $2,670,000 
East Branch Dams, combined with local dikes and levies, will pro- 
vide adequate flood protection for the city of Torrington, Conn. 
The economic justification of the Torrington projects is indicated by 
the fact that the benefits derived by the construction of these dams 
would exceed cost by a ratio of 1.3 to 1 for the East Branch Dam and 
2.4 to 1 for the Hall Meadow dry dam. 

As you gentlemen know, it was my Fifth Congressional District of 
Connecticut that was the most severely damaged of all areas in the 
United States during the devastating floods of August and October 
1955. And I should like to point out that Winsted was the most ter- 
ribly devastated town in all New England in the flood disasters of late 
1955. Also, the city of Torrington was very severely damaged. 

In my previous statements before the committees of Congress, I 
have repeatedly recommended that the Federal Government should 
bear the entire cost of the overall flood-control programs because the 
flood devastated communities could not carry the additional tax bur- 
den and the flood protection accorded by the projected dams will bene- 
fit not only Winsted and Torrington, but vast areas beyond their 
limits. 

However, if this committee and the Congress decide that the 
Federal Government should not bear the costs of lands, rights-of-way 
and easements for the construction of these dams, I respectfully recom- 
mend that a proviso be inserted in title II of S. 497 calling upon the 
State of Connecticut to provide the local matching funds in order 
to relieve the communities of Winsted and Torrington of the tax 
burden. 

I am submitting herewith a resolution passed by the Connecticut 
House of Representatives’ Finance Committee authorizing the pay- 
ment by the State for the total amount which any town must con 
tribute as its share of any flood-control project under the Federal 
Government. The State will be authorized to issue bonds for this pur- 
pose. Governor Ribicoff assures me that he will approve this resolu- 
tion. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


[File No. 1486] 


(Subsitute for House Bill No. 1163) 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


House of Representatives, May 28, 1957. The Committee on 
Finance reported through Mr. Donaldson of Wilton, Chairman of 
the Committee on the part of the House, that the substitute bill 
ought to pass 


AN ACT concerning flood control projects 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly 
convened: 

Section 1. The water resources commission is authorized to give assurances 
satisfactory to the secretary of the army as provided in section 701c, chapter 15, 
title 33 of the United States Code Annotated that the state will (a) provide with- 
out cost to the United States all lands, easements and rights-of-way necessary for 
the construction of any flood control project ; (b) hold and save the United States 
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free from damages due to the construction works; and (c) maintain and operate 
all the works after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the 
secretary of the army. 

Sec. 2. The water resources commission, in the name of the state, may pur- 
chase land or any interest therein, or take the same by right of eminent domain 
in the manner provided in sections 7181 and 7182 of the general statutes for the 
purposes enumerated in subdivision (a) of section 1 of this act. 

Sec. 3. The state treasurer shall issue bonds and notes of the state, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 108d of the 1955 supplement to the general 
statutes, in the sum of one million seven hundred fifty thousand dollars to be 
denominated on the face thereof “Flood Control Project Bonds of the State of 
Connecticut” or “Flood Control Project Notes of the State of Connecticut,” as the 
case may be. The full faith and credit of the state is pledged for the payment of 
the interest on and principal of such bonds. Such bonds shall be sold at not less 
than par and shall be issued so as to mature at a time or times set by the state 
bond commission. The proceeds from the sale of such bonds and notes shall be 


used to defray the costs to the state required under the provisions of section 1 
of this act. 


Sec. 4. Subject to he approval of the finance advisory committee, any expense 
incurred in connection with entering upon necessary contracts, and similar ex- 
penses, shall be paid from the accrued interest and premiums or from the pro- 
ceeds of the sale of the bonds and notes authorized by section 3 of this act, and 
in the same manner as other obligations of the state of Connecticut. 

Sec. 5. This act shall take effect from its passage. 

Mr. Partrerson. In view of the foregoing, I earnestly implore this 
committee to give favorable consideration to the Torrington and Win- 
sted flood-control projects. 

Mr. Davis. In just a word, why did we pass over those three dams 
in the beginning ? 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, those dams were three on which the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget recommended that 
local people pay for the land and rights-of-way, since they felt that 
those dams were substitutes for local protection projects. 

The way the items appear in the bill require the Federal Govern- 
ment to pay for the lands and rights-of-way. Those were three of the 
items on which the Bureau of the Budget based the veto. The matter 
has come before this committee again to determine whether the items 
should remain in the bill as is, requiring the Federal Government to 

ay for the lands and rights-of-way, or whether that should be de- 
eted, and local people should be required to pay for the lands and 
rights-of-way. 

In the meantime, Mr. Patterson has submitted a statement in which 
he desires the items to remain in the bill as is, requiring the Federal 
Government to pay for the lands and rights-of-way, but he also has 
stated that if this committee wishes to change the obligation from 
the Federal Government to the local people, that the State of Con- 
necticut stands ready and has passed a resolution agreeing to that 
stipulation. 

Mr. McGrecor. If that is done, then in your opinion would there 
be any objection from the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of the 
Budget, if we transferred that cost to local interests ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir; there would not be. Both the corps and 
the Budget, in my opinion, would go along with the items. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Becker ? 

Mr. Becker. As I understand, in the first line on page 23 they re- 
quest $390,000 to be paid by the local interests out of $520,000. Is that 
not correct ? 
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On the second item starting at page 18, there is $460,000 asked to 
be paid out of $2,420,000. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Becker. On the third item on page 24, $809,000 out of $2,670,000 
is to be paid. 

I think we are all agreed that there should be local participation. 
I know how Mr. Patterson feels about this, but in view of the policy 
of this committee and of the Budget, I think the figures are justified. 
I believe we could very well go along with the Budget recommenda- 
tions for the local participation. We had a problem just yesterday 
or the day before. 

Mr. Dempsey. What percentage is public participation ? 

Mr. Becker. Except on the one item, on page 24, that one, of course, 
goes up to about 40 percent, but on the others I would say it is around 
15 to 20 percent. I think one is up around 40 percent; the others 
around 15 or 20. 

I can see no harm in that at all. They need the flood protection. 
God knows no area was hit worse than this area. I believe that is 
correct, is it not, Mr. Brennan ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. They need it. I think they can raise the money in 
order to get it done. That is the most important thing. 

Mr. Davis. The engineers consider these dams as a substitute, 
really, for local protection. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Davis. We will meet Monday and Tuesday for consideration of 
the river and harbor part, title 1; and Wednesday and Thursday for 
executive session to consider the whole bill. 

(Whereupon, at 11:25 a, m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at the call of the Chair.) 














RIVERS AND HARBORS—FLOOD CONTROL ACT 
OF 1957 


MONDAY, JUNE 17, 1957 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10, a. m., in room 1304, 
New House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik (chairman of the 
subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors) presiding. 

Mr. Buatnix. The House Committee on Public Works will please 
come to order for further consideration of title I, the Rivers and 
Harbors section of the omnibus bill, S. 497. 

We have a mimeographed, two-page summary of the projects for 
the consideration of the committee this morning for the information 
of the members of the committee which gives a = ief summary of the 
total amounts of S. 497 and how it compares with the bill of last year. 

In H. R. 12080 which was vetoed last year there was a total of 38 
projects in the navigation category, and 8 beach erosion projects for 
a total of 46 at an estimated Federal cost of $127,254,000. 

S. 497, as reported by the Senate Public Works C ommittee, added 
one project, making a total of 39, and on the floor of the Senate an- 
other project was also added to S. 497 for a total of 40 projects, as we 
have received it. 

These 40 projects, together with the 8 beach-erosion projects, makes 
a total of 48 projec ts which are now included in 8. 497. 

In the meantime we have received 11 or 12 projects from the Corps 
of Engineers which have been approved by both the Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Do we have a list of those ? 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question at 
this point : I note you say that there was one added. Did they accept 
the one that we had in our bill, and then add one more, or put several 
more in? They did not delete any ? 

Mr. Buatntk. There was just the one new addition. 

Mr. McGregor. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Biarnik. If you look on the second mimeographed page there 
is a list of the projects together with the agenda for Monday, June 
17, which covers new favorable river and harbor projects that have 
been transmitted to Congress, but which are not in S. 497. 

We have the representatives of the Corps of Engineers present, and 
we have asked the authors of these projects, wherever possible, to 
have their statement submitted. 

Most of the projects are quite self-explanatory, and are relatively 
small. There are a few large ones, but we will try to go rather quickly 
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through these 11 projects which are new, and which have been ap- 
proved both by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. 

If there is no objection or questions, we will proceed with the con- 
sideration of these projects. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, I am not a member of the Rivers 
and Harbors Subcommittee. Do you have a formula to go by on 
rivers and harbors which reflects the benefit-cost ratio? 

Mr. Buiatnik. Yes; we have the cost-benefit ratio on all the projects 

Mr. McGrecor. Similar to what you have in the other projects? 

Mr. Buatnix. That is right. 


San Juan Harpo, P. R. 


The first project is San Juan Harbor, P. R., contained in House 
Document 38 of the 85th Congress. 

San Juan Harbor is Mr. Fernés-Isern’s project, and we have a state- 
ment by Mr. Fernés-Isern which we would include in the record at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to follows: 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY A. FERNOS-ISERN, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER OF THE 
COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO 


This is in support of the recommendation that further improvement of San 
Juan Harbor, P. R., be included in S. 497, in accordance with the plans and 
subject to the conditions recommended by the Chief of Engineers in his report 
on this project. 

Recommendations have been made for modification of the existing project for 
San Juan Harbor, P. R., to provide for an entrance channel 45 feet deep and 500 to 
1,200 feet wide in the bar section, thence 36 to 42 feet deep and 880 to 1,200 feet 
wide to Army Terminal Channel; an approach channel 35 feet deep and 600 
feet wide to San Antonio Channel and deepening to 35 feet an area 300 to 1,100 
feet wide and 2,800 feet long in San Antonio Channel ; deepening Army Terminal 
Channel and basin to 36 feet and enlarging the basin to a width of 2,000 feet 
and a length of 2,100 feet; a new anchorage basin 36 feet deep, 1,550 feet wide 
and 3,200 feet long ; and a new channel (Puerto Nuevo Channel) 32 feet deep and 
300 feet wide; all generally in accordance with the plan of the district engineer 
and with such modifications thereto as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers 
may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United States of $6,476,800 for 
construction and $14,500 annually for maintenance in addition to that now 
required ; provided that local interests agree to (a) furnish without cost to the 
United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and spoil-disposal areas neces- 
sary for construction and subsequent maintenance, when and as required; (b) 
bear the cost of providing suitable dikes of bulkheads to retain the dredging spoil 
from the initial construction and subsequent maintenance; (c) make all necessary 
alterations of submarine cables and other utilities; (d) hold the United States 
free from damages due to construction and maintenance of the project; and (e) 
provide and maintain at local expense adequate public terminal and transfer 
facilities open to all on equal terms. 

The performance of the works conveyed by this project is essential in order 
that full utilization may be made of a hitherto undeveloped waterfront area in 
the port of San Juan. This area is currently being filled and bulkheaded with 
Commonwealth funds, to permit the installation of new marine terminal and 
related facilities for the assembly and distribution of waterborne foodstuffs and 
other commodities, and for waterfront as well as for water-based industry, all 
these being of paramount importance to the program of economic development 
of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

This is a combined project for improving port trade and industrial facilities. 
Similar work is being carried out in the States. San Juan port facilities are 
about the same as they were 20 years ago. As time goes on, we experience more 
and more the adverse effect of the lack of adequate facilities. This situation 
has become serious. 

The San Juan project conceived to remedy this situation is planned to be 
completed by the year 1980. It will cover an area of 450 acres and will provide 
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13 additional berths to handle general cargo tonnage which is estimated to flow 
through the San Juan port by that year. The first stage of the project comprises 
fill and consolidation of approximately 100 acres, the construction of 2 berths 
and accessory facilities to be finished by 1960, and 2 additional ones to be finished 
by 1963, and the Central Market project. 

The Commonwealth’s funds appropriated up to fiscal year 1956-57 total ap- 
proximately $7,500,000. Additional funds have been recommended for fiscal 
1957-58 in the amount of $380,500. In addition to these, recommendations of 
appropriations from Commonwealth’s general funds up to 1960-61 amount to 
$3,400,000. Bond issues of approximately $5 million have been also recommended 
for additional construction works. 

As to actual construction work, we are pleased to inform you that substantial 
progress has already been accomplished. The diversion of the Puerto Nuevo 
River, which used to cross the tract, was finished recently at a cost of $1,482,000. 
This work, in addition to enabling the construction of a continuous bulkhead, will 
contribute to reducing the maintenance cost of the project, as it will materially 
lessen the silting of the channels and basins. Contract for fill and consolidation 
of the area to be initially reclaimed (cest of this work estimated at $5,737,000) 
was awarded and construction started in November 1956; work performed up 
to the beginning of May is 27 percent of the total. 

In addition to the foregoing, a bulk-sugar installation was constructed at port 
authority pier A, adjacent to the Army terminal. First shipment through this 
facility was made on April 12, 1957. 

In November 1955, the office of the district engineer, Jacksonville, Fla., trans- 
mitted to the division engineer, South Atlantic division, the survey review report 
on San Juan Harbor, recommending favorably the modifications previously de- 
scribed. Field investigations were made for this report, including sounding 
surveys, drive borings, aud a seismic investigation to determine the maximum 
safe charge to be used in blasting rock in the ocean-entrance channel. These 
surveys were made with Commonwealth funds. Statement by the district en- 
gineer, Jacksonville, Fla., indicates that such surveys expedited materially the 
preparation of the report. 

On February 1, 1956, the division engineer, South Atlantic division, endorsed 
to the Chief of Engineers said survey review report. 

On August 8, 1956, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, Corps of 
Engineers, submitted to the Chief of Engineers, a report on San Juan Harbor 
project, recommending favorably the proposed modifications to said project as 
hereinbefore described. 

On September 28, 1956, the Chief of Engineers transmitted to the Secretary 
of the Army, the report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
Corps of Engineers United States Army, which recommended favorably the 
proposed improvements to the San Juan Harbor; and indicated concurrence of 
the Chief of Engineers with the views and recommendations of the Board. 

On December 13, 1956, the Secretary of the Army transmitted to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, the favorable report from the Chief of En- 
gineers on the San Juan Harbor project. 

It is essential that the needed channel authorization be secured and the 
related dredging be accomplished with dispatch, so that water access will be 
available for this newly developed waterfront area when the needed marine 
terminal facilities are ready for activation. 

I emphasize again the relation and importance of the port of San Juan to 
the social and economic progress of the Commonwealth and now offer informa- 
tion of a more general nature on social and economic progress attained by the 
Commonwealth. We consider these will dramatize the urgent need of the pro- 
posed improvements so that the port may be able to meet the needs of the 
expanding economy. 

The importance of waterborne transportation comes from the fact that Puerto 
Rico is a small island 100 miles long by 35 miles wide (area 3,500 square miles) 
and extremely densely populated (2,276,000 inhabitants in 1956), with very 
meager natural resources. Transportation between points in the continental 
United States may be effected by highways, by railways, by air, and, in many 
eases, by waterways; only the last two means, air and water, are available to 
Puerto Rico. So, its dependence upon waterborne transportation is vital. A 
fact that may contribute to emphasize this situation is the per capita value of 
the Puerto Rican external trade as compared to the one of the continental 
United States. In the Statement in Behalf of the People of Puerto Rico, 
by Salvador V. Caro, executive director of the Puerto Rico Transportation 
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Authority (now Puerto Rico Ports Authority), at the public hearing on the San 
Juan Harbor project before the district engineer, Jacksonville District, Corps 
of Engineers, United States Army, held on November 12, 1952, it was pointed 
out that the per capita value of Puerto Rican external trade was $289, as com- 
pared to only $127 for the continental United States. The 1956 figure for 
Puerto Rico has climbed up to $410 per capita. As to the relation of the value 
of external trade to total income, as indicated in the above-mentioned state- 
ment, in 1950 Puerto Rico export receipts were 37 percent of its net income, in 
contrast to only 4 percent for the continental United States; its import pay- 
ments were 58 percent of its net income, in contrast again to 4 percent of the 
continental United States. In spite of the increase in income, 1956 per- 
centages for Puerto Rico varied very little, to 36 and 58 percent. 

The port of San Juan, which in 1950 accounted for 638.5 percent of the total 
weight of the waterborne commerce of Puerto Rico (2,461,000 tons out of a 
total of 3,870,000 tons), in 1955-56 accounted for 70 percent of the total Puerto 
Rican waterborne commerce (3,300,000 tons out of a total of 4,700,000 tons). 

As to the social and economic progress of the Commonwealth, in the previously 
mentioned statement, made at the public hearings on the San Juan Harbor 
project held on 1952, a table showing significant changes affecting the economy 
of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico up to the year 1952, was presented as 
exhibit I. I have prepared this stable, adding 2 additional columns, giving the 
same data up to year 1955-56, and invite your attention to these figures, as com- 
pared to the former, which points out additional continuous progress in the 
Commonwealth’s efforts to improve the standards of living of its citizens. As 
stated before, the improvements proposed in the project for the San Juan Harbor 
are urgently required, so that it will be able to meet the needs of our expanding 
economy and may not hamper its further expansion. 
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Mr. Buatnix. This project calls for a channel deepening and 
widening. 

We have Mr. Weinkauff of the Corps of Engineers present, and 
shall ask him to give us a brief technical description of this project 
with the chart which is before the committee. 

The estimated Federal cost is $6,476,800. 

Mr. Weinkauff, will you please proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF HENRY C. C. WEINKAUFF, CHIEF, SURVEY 
BRANCH, OFFICE, CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. WernxAvrr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this report is in 
response to a resolution of the House Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors of December 21, 1945, and a resolution of the House Committee 
on Public Works dated March 30, 1955. 

San Juan Harbor is on the northern coast of Puerto Rico. The 
existing project, which is substantially completed, provides for a 
channel 38 feet deep across the bar and 30 feet deep into the inner 
harbor and San Antonio Channel, dredging the inner harbor to a 
depth of 30 feet; a 30—foot channel into the Army terminal and a 
30—foot channel into the graving dock area. 

The situation is that the old port area is now seriously congested 
and has reached its capacity. 

In addition, the main channels are no longer adequate to accommo- 
date the modern, deep-draft tankers, cruise ships, and other types of 
vessels. 

The Chief of Engineers has considered this project, and he recom- 
mends a channel 45 feet deep across the bar, thence 42 to 36 feet to 
Army Terminal Channel; and a channel 35 feet deep into San Antonio 
Channel; 36 feet continuing here [indicating] in the Army Terminal 
Channel and turning basin; 32 feet along here, known as the Puerto 
Nuveo Channel [indicating] ; and an anchorage basin 36 feet deep. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you have a channel at all those points to which 
you refer ? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. With the exception, Mr. McGregor, of the Puerto 
Nuevo Channel here [indicating] and this is the area that is now being 
changed or developed at the present time for the new terminal area. 

Mr. McGrecor. For the record, will you name the two points where 
the new channel will go from and to? 

Mr. Wernxatrr. It will go from the Army Terminal Channel to 
the Graving Dock Channel. 

Mr. McGrecor. How far is that? 

Mr. Weinxaurr. That is approximately 2 miles. 

Mr. McGrecor. What is your channel depth there now in those 
channels already in operation ? 

Mr. Wetnxavurr. The Army Terminal Channel is 30 feet. 

Mr. McGrecor. Now? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. Yes, sir; 30 feet. This one, Graving Dock Chan- 
nel [indicating], which is not being further recommended for deepen- 
ing at the present time is 30 feet. This [indicating] is 38 feet across 
the bar versus the 45 feet which is now being recommended. 

The total Federal construction cost is $6,476,800. The non-Federal 
cost is $74,000. 
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The benefit-cost ratio for the project as a whole is 2.3. It varies 
from 1.27 to 3.51. Each one of these separable projects were analyzed 
and each one is justified. The Bureau of the Budget and other 
Federal agencies have no objection to the plan and the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico concurs in the recommendation. 

Mr. Chairman, unless there are some questions, that completes my 
statement. 

Mr. McGrecor. Does the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico partici- 
pate in the project ? 

Mr. Wetnxaurr. The Commonwealth of Puerto Rico stated it will 
provide the necessary local cooperation which includes spoil-disposal 
areas, and utility and other changes required. 

Mr. Buatnix. Are they not adding to the waterfront new terminal 
facilities ? 

Mr. Werinxaurr. Yes, sir. This entire development in here [indi- 
cating] is by the Puerto Rico Ports Authority. ; 

I might mention that San Juan is the most important port in the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

Mr. McGrecor. How does the tonnage at those ports compare with 
other ports ? 

Mr. Weinkauvrr. During the period 1950-54 deep-draft commerce 
averaged 2,550,000 tons. 

Mr. Scupper. Is that information in the report ? 

Mr. WEINKAUFF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. What page? 

Mr. McGrecor. I think it would be helpful if all the witnesses 
familiar with these projects would give the page number of the report. 

Mr. Wernxaurr. It is on page 15, which gives you the details of 
the commerce. Page 14 gives you the details with respect to the 
terminal and transfer facilities. 

Mr. McGrecor. I do not believe we have a copy of that. 

Mr. Scupper. I think it would be helpful if we did have copies of 
these matters. 

Mr. Buarnirx. We have a sheet giving the information from the 
documents. 

It has been pointed out in the statement by Mr. Ferndés-Isern the 
importance of waterborne transportation. Puerto Rico is a small 
island, 100 miles long and 35 miles wide. Its population is about 2.25 
million. Therefore, they are dependent primarily upon waterborne 
and airborne commerce. 

He regards this of great importance to them in the development of 
new and larger ships, and they need the larger facilities. 

The per capita tonnage handled at this port is considerably above 
that of the United States. 

Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. McGregor. The only question I have, Mr. Chairman, is in 
regard to the deepening of the channel, and that is what I under- 
stand they want. 

Up in the St. Lawrence area they tell us we have oceangoing vessels 
there, but this channel is deeper now than our St. Lawrence seaway 
will be when it is completed. 

Is that not correct ? 

Mr. Buarnrx. That is correct. 

Mr. McGregor. Do they use comparable vessels ? 
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Mr. Buiarnix. These will accommodate practically all the major 
oceangoing vessels. 

Mr. Wernxavrr. One of the major commodities that would be com- 
ing in here is petroleum products, and the tankers are increasing in 
draft consider: ably and that is the basic reason for this depth. 

The depth over the bar is needed. Those waves come in pretty 
heavy and there is a 9-foot allowance for wave action, which is 
somewhat unusual, but in this particular case I assure you it is 
necessary. 

The steep ocean floor slope causes a marked increase in height of 
incoming seas and swells, and large waves diminish rapidly in passing 
through the bar channel; thus we are able to reduce the channel 
depth t to 36 feet inside the harbor. 

Mr. Scupper. How many tankers would you say of the very deep 
draft would enter this harbor in the course of a year? It seems to 
me 2 million people is rather a small number of people to be served 
by a project of this sort. 

Mr. Wetnxaurr. The total number of vessel trips, I believe, is 
about 5,000. I do not have this figure broken down into the larger 
sized tankers, but I do know that in figuring the benefits it was - 
sumed that 25 percent of the deliveries of petroleum commerce would 
be by larger sized tankers. 

This report, by the way, was prepared in 1955 and we know since 
that time that the draft of new tankers is increasing at a very rapid 

rate. 

Mr. Avcutincioss. Do the large-sized passenger vessels come in 
there? 

Mr. Wernxaurr. A few of the cruise ships do come in there, sir, 
and they would land in this area [indicating]. Also some of the air- 

craft carriers would come in there. 

Mr. Avcuincross. What is the depth of the channel into New York 
Harbor ? 

Mr. Wernxavurr. The Ambrose anchorage and Hudson River chan- 
nel are 45 feet deep. 

Mr. Avucuincioss. This would be the same as those servicing New 
York? 

Mr. We1nxavrr. Not exactly, sir, because the 45 feet is only to get 
over the bar. Actually, the effective depth would be 36 feet, w hich is 
essentially that to be provided within the harbor. The New York- 
New Jersey channel, with which you are familiar, is 35 feet in other 

material and 37 feet in rock, and that compares quite favorably with 
the channel depths recommended here. The same thing applies to 
the channels down in the gulf area. They are generally about this 
depth. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Is this considered essential from the standpoint 
of the operation of our military craft such as aircraft carriers, and so 
forth? 

Mr. Wernxavrr. It is not absolutely essential, but it is desirable 
for the aircraft carriers. I believe they draw about 32 feet. 

Mr. Fation. You pointed out on the chart the location where you 

yanted to dredge a channel into the Army dock. What kind of facili- 
ties are there presently ? 
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Mr. Weinkavurr. This is an Army wharf, and I understand they 
have the usual transfer facilities im that area. I believe they also 
have some tanks in this area for storage fuel and petroleum. 

Mr. Buatntk. Mr. Weinkauff, you state the benefit-cost ratio runs 
anywhere from 2 to 1? 

Mr. Wertnxaurr. Yes, sir; the benefit-cost ratio for the overall 
project is 2.3 and for the individual projects it varies from 1.27 to 
3.51. 

Mr. Buatrnix. How would that compare with the average? 

Mr. WeinxaAurr. We consider those as good benefit-cost ratios, sir. 

Mr. Buarnix. Are there any further questions? 

If there are no further questions, and no objection, we will proceed 
on to the next. project. 


Cook Lyietr, ALASKA 


The next project for the consideration of the committee is Cook 
Inlet project in Alaska, which is contained in House Document 34 
of the 85th Congress. The plan is for navigation improvements, and 
the estimated Federal cost is $5,199,200. 

Is Mr. Bartlett. here ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, do I understand that this is a new project 
which has come up since S. 497 was passed ? 

Mr. Buarnik. Yes, sir; this isa new project. 

Mr. Davis. All of these projects which we are considering this 
morning are new projects / 

Mr. Buiarnix. These are all new, and have all been favorably 
reported. 

Mr. Bartlett, we welcome you here this morning. 

Mr. Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BuarniKx. Do you desire to proceed ? 

Mr. Bartierr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buatnix. Mr. Bartlett, would you please give us a short oral 
summary, because the reports are so favorable we will have to confine 
ourselves to any points or questions of doubt to clarify any specifics, 
but your statement will be put in the record in its entirety. 


STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. BARTLETT, A DELEGATE IN THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE TERRITORY OF ALASKA 


Mr. Barrierr. Mr. Chairman, I do not have any need so far as I 
know to make an extended statement. This report was submitted 
last fall according to authorization previously given, and it includes 
4 rivers and harbors projects in Alaska, and 1 flood-control project, 
the last being a relatively small item of $64,900 for protection of the 
community of Talkeetna from encroachment by the Talkeetna River. 

Three of the other projects are in general conformity with projects 
which this committee has approved for Alaska for a long time, namely, 
the construction of small-boat basins primarily for the fishing fleets, 
and in this particular report it is recommended that small-boat basins 
be built at Seldovia, at Homer, and at Ninilchik, all fishing com- 
munities on Cook Inlet. 
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The cost of the Seldovia project is $514,000, of the Homer project 
$498,400, and the Ninilchik project $176,000. 

Of my own knowledge I can say that these are very badly needed 
in those stormy waters for the protection of the fishing fleets. 

Now, there is one other project which is the largest in terms of 
money. It is proposed that $4.01 million be spent initially at 
Anchorage and in connection with that I might say that Anchorage 
is used to a limited extent now as a port during chiefly the summer 
months. If this project is undertaken it is thought that at a minimum 
the port will be usable 8 months out of the year, and it is principally 
military cargo that is going into the Anchorage port. 

In connection with the need for this project, I might inform you 
that the population of Anchorage has increased from 1939 from 3,450 
people to approximately 60,000 as of this day, and it is a supply center 
for much of interior itil western Alaska. 

Additionally, the people of Anchorage themselves have made known 
an intention and desire to cooperate in making Anchorage a real port. 
They have spent approximately $60,000 in having two surveys ads by 
professional consultants. I will leave these reports with the commit- 
tee for its use. They contain much useful information. 

The people of Anchorage have at an election voted to issue $6.8 mil- 
lion in revenue bonds which would be used to supplement the work 
proposed at the present time by the Army engineers in the report before 

ou. 
I hope, Mr. Chairman, that each of these projects will be authorized. 
They are badly needed. Thank you. 

Mr. Buatnix. Mr. Conway of the Planning Division of the Corps 
of Engineers is available. Mr. Conway, do you have any further 
technical comments to make on these four projects ? 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE M. CONWAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, 
OFFICE, CHIEF 0F ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Conway. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Bartlett has very ably 
outlined the plans of the Chief of Engineers. I might just give briefly 
the recommendation, and then let it be open to questions, if it pleases 
the committee. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends deepening of the harbor at 
Anchorage to provide a deep-draft harbor and small-boat harbor at 
Ninilchik, Homer, and Seldovia. 

Mr. McGrecor. Why deepen the small-boat harbors ? 

Mr. Conway. At the present time there are no harbor or improve- 
ments other than what local interests have provided in those localities. 

Mr. McGreeor. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Conway. In these three localities for which the small-boat har- 
bors are recommended, I do not believe they would come under the 
military category because you have ample facilities at Seward and 
Whittier which are termini of the Alaska Railroad. 

Mr. Biatntk. Mr. Conway, will you briefly refresh us on this over- 
all picture ? 

The largest project by far is at Anchorage? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Buiatnix. The cost of the project to the Federal Government 
is $4,010,000 ? 

Mr. Conway. That is the ultimate cost, sir. The initial cost of that 
project is $970,000. 

The benefit-cost ratio for that major project is 5.2. 

Mr. BuatniK. It is extremely high. 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buiatnix. I believe you said it was 5.2 to 1? 

Mr. Conway. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. What makes it that high ? 

Mr. Conway. The benefits that you get from it. 

Mr. McGrecor. I know it is the benefits; what is included in that 
high benefit to cost ratio? That is most unusual. 

Mr. Conway. That is savings in transportation cost of cargo that 
would move into Anchorage, and also a savings on the present cargo, 
through efficient handling facilities, that moves in to Anchorage at this 
time. 

Mr. Scupper. Cargo presently goes to Seward, and is shipped on a 
Government-owned railroad that will have to haul freight or go out 
of business. 

Will you eliminate the use of the railroad for shipments to Anchor- 
age? Practically all of the freight bound for Anchorage now goes via 
Seward. 

Mr. Conway. Mr. Scudder, that point was considered in the con- 
sideration of the improvements at Anchorage. We recognize fully 
that there would be cargo diverted from the Alaska Railroad, but it 
has been the experience of the corps that where an improvement is 
made which is an alternate or parallel facility, that you have a 
depression of your cargo movement in the initial phases, but it builds 
back up. 

Mr. Scupper. Well, then, you practically have to abandon Seward 
if you develop a harbor at Anchorage. 

Mr. Conway. There would be only a small part of the cargo di- 
verted. The benefits for the Anchorage facility were developed on 
the basis of general cargo. The cargo that moves through Seward 
at this time averages about 525,000 tons per year. 

The benefits for the Anchorage facility were computed on only 
125,000 tons of that being diverted to Anchorage. 

Mr. McGrecor. Did you arrive at these benefits of 5 to 1 considering 
only 125,000 tons ? 

Mr. Conway. That is the estimated portion that would be diverted 
from Seward. Presently you have some 170,000 tons, which is the 
figure for the year 1955, that moves through Anchorage now. In 
addition, there is the benefit of the increased ease in handling of 
present cargo. In other words, you would have benefits from the 
ease in handling your cargo through the improved port. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I understand there are no wharf facilities in- 
cluded in this estimate ? 

Mr. Conway. That is correct. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Are any dockage facilities of any kind included ? 

Mr. Conway. Those would be provided by local people. 

Mr. Scupper. Where you have 26 to 30 feet of tide difference, it is 
quite difficult to develop a harbor in that area and make it feasible. I 
have been up there and know the problem. 
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Mr. Buatnix. Any further questions ? 
Thank you very much. 


Carre Cop Canau (East Boar Bastn) Mass. 


The next project is East Boat Basin, Cape Cod Canal, Mass., House 
Document 168, 85th Congress. Mr. Nicholson. 

Mr. McGregor. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to qualify the 
witness. 

Mr. Buatntx. In view of his past record as a member of this com- 
mittee I feel he is qualified. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD W. NICHOLSON, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Nicnortson. There is one thing you can say for me, I did not 
take up much time when I was on this committee. I kept quiet and 
looked to you people so well versed in every proposition. 

That is the position I find myself in this morning. The Corps of 
Engineers know more about this project than Ido. As I understand, 
it involves dredging of the East Boat Basin on the Cape Cod Canal. 
I think the Corps of Engineers have given an O. K. on this project 
and it has had thorough study. 

Mr. Buarnik. It has been reviewed by the Corps of Engineers and 
approved by the Corps of Engineers and there is no objection by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

The Corps of Engineers will give us a technical summary of the 


project. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Mr. Nicholson a question 
off the record ? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Buatnrx. Mr. Anderson, will you please give us the technical 
description of the project ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN G. ANDERSON, CORPS OF ENGINEERS— 
Resumed 


Mr. Anverson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee : 

This project deals with the East Boat Basin on the south side of 
the east entrance to the Cape Cod Canal, which is an open canal, about 
50 miles southeast of Boston. 

At present there is a small harbor of about 2.7 acres in extent. 

The report is submitted in response to House and Senate Public 
Works Committee resolutions dated July 6 1949, and March 12, 
1949, respectively. 

The existing project provides an open canal 32 feet deep and 540 
feet wide with pertinent works including the East Boat Basin, which 
is 13 feet deep and 2.7 acres in extent. 

We are dealing only with the East Boat Basin. The commerce into 
that basin amounts to 7,500 tons of fish annually. The vessel trips are 
13,800, including fishing, recreation, United States Coast Guard, 
United States naval craft and United States engineers craft. 

This is all federally owned land around the boat basin. Canneries 
are located along the canal and around the basin. This land | indi- 
cating] is leased from the Federal Government by the canneries. 
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The Chief of Engineers made a study of the situation and finds 
that the basin is inadequ: ite to accommodate craft now navigating in 
that area. The Chief of Engineers recommends increasing the size 
of that basin to 7 acres and a “depth of 8 feet, at an estimated cost of 
$360,000 to the Federal Government and a non-Federal cost of 
$145,000. 

Local interests are required to furnish public landing and hold 
the United States free from damages and furnish lands, easements, 
and rights-of-way and contribute 20 percent of the first cost of the 
dredging, presently estimated at $90,000. 

The annual charges are $19,600 and the annual benefits $28,000, 
which gives an indicated benefit-cost ratio of 1.4 to 1. 

The State of Massachusetts concurs and the Bureau of the Budget 
has no objection. 

Mr. Biatnix. The project you refer to is specifically —— 

Mr. Anperson. The East Boat Basin. 

Mr. Buiarnix. And is for an addition of 4.3 acres? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. Biarnrk. And it will be deepened to 8 feet ? 

Mr. Anperson. To 8 feet. 

Mr. McGrecor. Did I understand you to say local participation is 
20 percent plus the other things ? 

Mr. Anperson. Twenty percent cash contribution plus public land- 
ing and easements, and rights-of-way. 

Mr. Biarntk. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Aucurinc oss. Is that $90,000 to be contributed by the State or 
the local people ¢ 

Mr. Anverson. The local people. 

Mr. McGrecor. Certainly the people who want this project notice 
that the depth is pretty deep. I want to concur in the statement made 
by the chairman about the former member of this committee, Con- 
gressman Nicholson. He never talked very much, but it was worth 
listening to when he said something. He is a fine Member of Congress 
and we miss him from this committee. 

Mr. Biarntx. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Davis. From this side of the aisle I would like to say that we 
concur in all you say about Nick, and I say that with respect, because 
every time I see him I do not want to call him Congressman Nicholson 
but Nick. He is one of the very great men of this House. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Fatiton. You said part of the land around this East Boat Basin 
is owned by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. Fatxion. Will the deepening of the basin enhance the value of 
the land around the basin ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. You mean to say if you make the improvements the 
value of the land around the basin will not be enhanced ? 

Mr. Anperson. No, sir. We could not figure where there would 
be any enhancement in the property around there. 

Mr. Fatton. Whether you could or not, it seems to me there would 
be some enhancement. 
93451—57 19 
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Mr. Wetnxaurr. May I make a comment ? 

Mr. BuatntiK. Yes. 

Mr. Wetnxavrr. On projects of this nature, secondary benefits to 
the local community do occur as a result of the primary benefits, 
However, from the standpoint of the Nation as a whole such benefits 
are not creditable toward justification of the project since they could 
be obtained from a like investment elsewhere. Since the secondary 
benefits from navigation projects occur as a result of the primary 
benefits the inclusion of such secondary benefits for project justifica- 
tion would be a duplication. However, in navigation projects where 
the dredged material is used to form new land, permitting a change 
in land use, then such benefits are properly creditable as primary 
benefits and constitute the basis for land enhancement allocations. 
In this particular case the cost of development of the filled land would 
equal the enhancement; consequently, land enhancement benefits were 
not credited. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, that is why I have always been in 
favor of local participation in these projects, because whenever you 
develop an area you will increase the dockage and make it possible 
for additional industries to be established, so there is local enhance- 
ment of value. I think that is why the local interests should put in 
a substantial amount in every case. Now the project at Anchorage 
will increase the water frontage area, and I think it is very important 
that the local interests contribute to the cost of these projects. 1 think 
we should know what the enhancement will be and then we can deter- 
mine what the local participation should be. That is my opinion on 
how that should be handled. 

Mr. Biarnix. Any further questions? 


Saxon Harpor, Wis. 


Mr. Bratrnirx. We will proceed with the next project, Saxon 
Harbor, Wis., House Document 169, 85th Congress. Mr. O’Konski. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALVIN E. 0’KONSKI, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. O’Konsxi. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
thank you for the privilege of appearing before you. ; am interested 
in this project and introduced the original resolution. Iam happy the 
Corps of Engineers has recommended its approval for authorization. 

It is very important, because of the development of the seaway, to 
have additional harbors of refuge in this area. The people loc ally are 

very much interested in it. At the last session of the county board, 
which took place in February of this year, the county board has al- 
ready started to set aside enough funds to participate locally. If I 
remember the figures correctly, the local participation will run bet ween 
$44,000 and $48,000. They have already set aside $4,000 for this ye ear. 
Knowi ing it will be probably 2 or 3 more years before the final appropri- 
ation is given, they are looking in advance and preparing for it so that 
the money will be available by the time money is actu: ally appropriated 
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I would appreciate every consideration that the members of this 
subcommittee will give this project, and I am hopeful it will be 
approved. 

Mr. McGregor. Congressman O’Konski, how did the local people 
raisethe money! By taxes? 

Mr. O’Konskt. By taxes, county assessments. The entire county is 
interested. 

Mr. McGregor. That shows they have an interest in the project and 
will to assume some cost. 

Mr. O’Konsxt. Very much so. 

Knowing that the committee is pressed for time, I would like to 
present this letter for the record. 

Mr. Biarnix. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 17, 1957. 
Re Saxon Harbor Saxon, Wis. (Iron County). 


Hon. CHARLES A, BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: I am appearing in 
support of the above-named project. I am fully in accord with the recommenda- 
tions of the Army engineers. As you undoubtedly know I introduced the resolu- 
tion which this committee acted upon some years ago. The survey was delayed 
because of the Korean war. Iam most grateful that it is now under consideration. 

The project when completed will provide a needed and important harbor of 
refuge in this area. It will be most important to navigation on Lake Superior. 

There is a great deal of local interest and support for the project and the Iron 
County board has cooperated and worked with the Army engineers. 


I shall be very grateful for every favorable consideration that is given. Thank 
you. 


Respectfully yours, 
ALVIN BE. O’KonskI, M. C., 
10th District of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Buarnix. We will now have a technical description of the 
project by Mr. Anderson of the Corps of Engineers. Will you give 
us a brief description of the nature of the work. This is primarily 
a breakwater construction project ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN G. ANDERSON, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Anperson. Yes, and dredging entrance and inner channels. 

Saxon Harbor is located on the south shore of Lake Superior about 
27 miles southwest of Bayfield, Wis. 

The report is submitted pursuant to a resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the House adopted November 30, 1945. 

There is no existing Federal project at this locality. 

This breakwater shown in red was constructed by the local interests 
during WPA days. The commerce into this harbor amounts to about 
90,000 pounds of fish annually. During storms they have difficulty 
navigating into this harbor because storms coming in from this direc- 
tion cause waves at harbor entrance, and it does damage to fishing 
craft moored in the inner basin. 
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The Corps of Engineers, after a study, determined that protection 
to the craft could be provided by breakwaters at each side of the 
entrance channel. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends the two breakwaters as I 
mentioned and removal of 100 feet of the existing east breakwaters 
which was constructed by local interests. 

Mr. McGrecor. Was that put in by WPA, did you say? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is that riprap? 

Mr. Anverson. Cribs filled in with stone. 

The inner channels and basins would be dredged to 8 feet and en- 
trance channels would be dredged to a depth of 10 feet. 

The estimated Federal cost is $393,500 and the non-Federal cost is 
$40,000. The local interests are required to furnish. without cost to 
the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way and _ spoil- 
disposal areas necessary for construction of the project; to hold and 
save the United States free from damages due to construction and 
maintenance of the project; maintain without cost to the United 
States a public wharf on the east side of the existing harbor basin; 
and also maintain the Oronto Creek diversion channel here [indicat- 
ing]; and to contribute in cash 9 percent of the first cost of break- 
waters, piers, and dredging, which is currently estimated to be $39,000. 

Mr. McGrecor. How do the people make a living there—by fishing? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McGrecor. And they would not be in the upper income levels? 

Mr. Anperson. No, I believe not. 

Mr. McGrecor. Their per capita income would be rather low? 

Mr. Anverson. I would think so. 

Mr. McGreecor. The reason I bring that out, this committee is 
being asked for flood-control projects without local participation, 
saying the people could not afford to pay, that they were landowners 
but were poor. Here are people willing to pay 8 or 9 or 10 percent, 
which shows their interest and shows they are willing to participate 
in the cost. 

Mr. Avucutncioss. The annual benefits are estimated at $24,790. 
How is that made up? Commercial? 

Mr. Anperson. Commercial and recreational and as a harbor of 
refuge. Because of the damage to craft that would be eliminated 
there is some benefit from that and also from fishing and recreation. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. How much recreation, roughly? I ask the ques- 
tion not because I am opposed to it, because I am not. I am in favor 
of a liberal estimate for recreational benefits. 

Mr. Anverson. The local benefits would amount to approximately 
$2,600. Total recreation and recreation harbor of refuge benefits are 
about $5,000 of which $2,600 are considered local benefits. 

Mr. McGrecor. For recreation ? 

Mr. Anverson. Yes. 

Mr. Scupper. That would be about 10 percent of the benefits ? 

Mr. ANperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buatnrx. Any further questions? 

Mr. Byrne. Would the St. Lawrence seaway, when completed, con- 
tribute anything to this particular area? 

Mr. Anverson. Not in this area; no, sir. 


Mr. Buarnig. Thank you. 
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Rovuce River, Micu. 


Mr. Buarnix. The next project is Old Channel of Rouge River, 
Mich., House Document 135, 85th Congress. Mr. Lesinski and Mr. 
Broomfield, of Michigan. 

I will ask Mr. Adams, of the Corps of Engineers, to give us a techni- 
cal description of the project. This is primarily a channel deepening 
and widening operation ? 


STATEMENT OF HARRY ADAMS, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. ApAms. This study was authorized by a resolution of the House 
Public Works Committee adopted March 16, 1954. The project in- 
volves the Rouge River in southeastern Michigan, which joins the 
Detroit River between the cities of River Rouge and Detroit. 

The original project provided for a widening of the so-called Short 
Cut Canal. Originally the Rouge River flowed through this channel 
[indicating]. In 1886 the local people constructed the Short Cut 
Canal, and the original Federal project was adopted in 1888. 

In the 1935 act the section of the canal which is the Old Channel, this 
portion here, was authorized to a widening of 150 feet. There were 
local rights-of-way problems and the local interests would not provide 
the rights-of-way. So this project that is under study now is a reduc- 
tion of the channel width to 100 feet, which right-of-way can be 

rovided. 

The total Federal costs are $101,500, and the non-Federal costs are 
$170,500. The non-Federal costs include a 50-percent contribution by 
local people for the cost of dredging, which amounts to $101,500. The 
additional costs are made up of lands, easements, rights-of-way, and 
providing spoil-disposal areas, and a steel sheet-pile bulkhead for the 
protection of a pumping plant located about in this area [indicating]. 

The tonnage carried by the existing canal amounts to about 1,200,000 
tons per year. All of this tonnage is inbound to the Peerless Cement 
Co. 

The annual charges are estimated at about $11,520, with annual 
benefits of $15,330, giving a benefit-cost ratio of 1.33. 

The State of Michigan concurs in the project. The Peerless 
Cement Co. is agreeable to making a cash contribution of $101,500, and 
the Bureau of the Budget has concurred in the project. 

Mr. Buarnix. Mr. Adams, you state the tonnage of 1,200,000 tons 
per year is entirely for the Peerless Cement Co. ? 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir. That tonnage is made up of coal and lime- 
stone. 

Mr. McGregor. Those are the aggregates for cement: that»go to a 
cement company ? 

Mr. Apams. The Peerless Cement Co. does manufacture cement. It 
is the aggregates; yes. 

Mr. McGregor. Does anyone else use the channel besides the Peer- 
less Cement Co. ? 

Mr. Apams. There is a paper company located at about this point 
[indicating], which has a very limited amount of tonnage, which is 
paper products and woodpulp. 

Mr. McGrecor. We would not be in the category of deepening that 
channel for one private concern, would we ? 
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_ Mr. Apams. Yes. That is the basis for the splitting of the dredg- 
ing cost, because of the one-user aspect, which determines the $101,500 
cash contribution. 

Mr. Buarntx. That is approximately a 50-percent split, which is 
unusually high but is typical in a one-user project ? 

Mr. Apams. Yes. 

Mr. Biatnix. It would be 20 percent or 9 percent where there were 
multiple users. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, that might be high in the way of a con- 
tribution, but it is unusual for the Federal Government to go in and 
spend $100,000 for just 1 user, is it not? 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, there seems to be some reason for it 
because the economy of the surrounding area might be increased. 
Sometimes you have to benefit individual concerns, such as the Dela- 
ware River improvement will benefit the Fairless steel plant. We 
have to take a liberal view of these things to justify them. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. I agree with the gentleman, but I think it comes 
down to a question of degree. May I ask a question of the witness: 
Are the annual charges due to the activity of these industrial corpora- 
tions that dump their waste into the channel. 

Mr. Apams. No, sir. 

Mr. Aucuincxoss. They would not clutter up the channel? 

Mr, Apams. As far as ] know there is no dumping of waste in the 
channel. The estimate of benefits is based on an increased project 
depth from 18 to 21 feet and to a saving in transportation for these 
products to go to the Peerless Cement Co. 

Mr. McGreeor. Who constructed this original channel to 18 feet? 

Mr. Apams. The Federal Government. I am not sure of the date. 
Originally there was a provision in the River and Harbor Act of 1935 
which provided for a 25-foot depth in this portion of the canal here, 
and a 17-foot depth in the upper portion of the Old Channel. It was 
in 1935 that this project depth was authorized to 21 feet, but it has 
never been built because of the rights-of-way problem, so this is a 
modification. 

Mr. Rogers. As I understand it, there is a dead end there? 

Mr. Apams. No; the channel is open all the way through. 

Mr. Rogers. What is the depth in the red area ? 

Mr. Apams. It is now 18 feet from this point to the Short Cut Canal, 
and it will be deepened to 21 feet. 

Mr. Buarnick. Any further questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Adams. 

(The following letter was furnished for insertion.) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 17, 1957. 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I appreciate this opportunity to submit my statement 
in support of the proposed project recommended by the Corps of Engineers for 
the improvement of the old channel of the Rouge River in Michigan. 

Since the principal benefits from improving the channel accrue to a single 
interest, the Peerless Cement Corp., that company has agreed to pay 50 percent 
of the dredging costs and plans to expend an additional $69,000 for certain 
other improvements in connection with the channel. 
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In addition, Peerless Cement Corp. will give the United States Government 
the necessary waivers and rights-of-way protecting the Government against all 
damages to Peerless property which may result from the dredging and other 
operations performed in the course of improving and maintaining the channel. 
Other owners of property adjacent to the proposed channel improvement have 
given Peerless Cement verbal assurance that they will also give the United 
States Government similar waivers and rights-of-way. 

Other industries which manufacture pulp, paper, and chemical products and 
which distribute coal, coke, and petroleum products will also benefit from the 
improvement of the channel. 

In view of the benefits that will assist those industries which contribute not 
only to the economic welfare of the locality but also to the whole Nation, I 
should like to recommend that authorization be given to dredge the channel 
in accordance with the recommendations of the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN LEsINSKI, Member of Congress. 


DeLawareE River ANCHORAGES 


Mr. Buiatnix. The next project is a large one, Delaware River 
anchorages, House Document 185, 85th Congress. There is an esti- 
mated Federal cost of almost $24.5 million. This project is sponsored 
by Mr. Green of Pennsylvania. Mr. Murray of the Corps of Engi- 
neers will give us a technical description of the project. 

Mr. Murray, will you please proceed. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. MURRAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
report on the Delaware River, Philadelphia to the sea, concerns only 
additional anchorages for this stretch of the Delaware River, and 
was authorized by the House Public Works Committee resolution 
dated March 16, 1954. 

The existing project provides for a channel 40 feet deep and 1,000 
feet wide from deep water in Delaware Bay to Ship John Light, thence 
800 feet wide to the naval base at League Island. Beyond that there is 
a channel 400 feet wide to Allegheny Avenue in Philadelphia, and in 
addition there is a 37-foot channel, 600 feet wide, in the upper reaches 
from the naval base to Allegheny Avenue along the east side of the 
40-foot channel. The existing project also provides for anchorages 
37 feet deep at Marcus Hook, Mantua Creek, and Port Richmond, and 
a 30-foot deep anchorage at Gloucester. 

The area served by this project is one of the most heavily indus- 
trialized in the United States. The waterborne commerce on the 
Delaware River totaled almost 79 million tons in 1955. 

A need exists in the lower Delaware River for adequate anchorage 
facilities between Philadelphia and the sea to accommodate the large, 
deep-draft vessels presently using the waterway and the larger vessels 
under construction and in prospect. At present there are no anchor- 
ages below Philadelphia that are wide enough to accommodate these 
vessels without danger of their swinging into the channel. 

The proposed modification of the project recommended by the 
Chief of Engineers in a report dated October 19, 1956, would provide 
4 deepwater anchorages which will be suitable for vessels up to 800 
feet in length and adequate for reasonably prospective traffic on the 
Delaware River. The Chief of Engineers recommends anchorages 
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40 feet deep at Reedy Point and Deepwater Point, and enlarging and 
deepening the Marcus Hook and Mantua Creek anchorages to 40 feet. 

The total estimated Federal cost of this work is $25, 670, 000. The 
total estimated non-Federal cost is $1,078,000, making a ‘total cost 
of $26,748,000. 

The annual charges are $1,521,000; the annual benefits are 
$1,594,000 ; and the benefit-cost ratio is 1.05. 

However, the Chief of Engineers notes that the improvement is 
— ipally warranted for the : safety and convenience of navigation 

y the intangible benefits due to the elimination of hazards to life 
and proper ty 1 in the Delaware. The anchorages are an integral part of 
the Delaware River channel and are necessary for its continued safe 
ust. 

The Bureau of the Budget finds no objection to the submission of 
this report, and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and the Department of Commerce commented favorably. The States 
of New Jersey and Pennsylvania were favorable to the report. The 
State of Delaware filed no comment on the report. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biarnrx. What is the benefit-cost ratio ? 

Mr. Morray. 1.05; however, the Chief of Engineers points out 
that these improvements are principally warranted by the need for 
safe navigation on this stretch of the river. The benefit-cost ratio 
as determined here is for the prevention of 80 percent of the losses 
due to collisions and groundings that have occurred on the lower 
Delaware River. 

Mr. Buatnrx. What is the record of collisions ? 

Mr. Murray. Last March there was a collision here at the south 
end of Deepwater Point range, and there have been a number of 
collisions prior to that. 

Mr. Buiarnix. Why would these ships anchor in a channel making 
navigation hazardous? Is there not an anchorage basin where there 
is more room / 

Mr. Murray. There are some natural deepwater anchorages farther 
down, but this stretch is 65 miles long from Allegheny ‘Avenue in 
Philadelphia to Ship John Light. The vessels negotiating this reach 
of the river take some time, and fog and other hazards of navigation 

make it difficult for them and they have to drop anchor. 

Mr. McGreeor. Then this project would be largely for the health 
and safety of those engaged in navigation ? 

Mr. Murray. That is true. 

Mr. Avcuincioss. This does not contemplate extending the 
channel ? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir. The recommendation of the Chief of Engi- 
neers is for these four anchorages only. 

Mr. Aucuinc oss. Is it necessary to have all these anchorages ¢ 

Mr. Morray. Yes, sir, these anchorages are considered necessary 
for the safe use of the channel. 

Mr. Aucuincxioss. You could not get along with one less? 

Mr. Murray. Sir, the anchorages are arranged along this long 
stretch of river so that they will be available for shipping that will 
use the particular stretch. For instance, the Reedy Point anchorage 
will serve vessels proceeding to oil terminals at Delaware City. 
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Mr. Avucuinctioss. It would tend to increase the volume of ship- 

in 
y ae Morray. Yes, sir; to some extent when considered in connection 
with authorized improvements. 

Mr. Aucutnctioss. Does Philadelphia have the facilities to take care 
of increased volume ? 

Mr. Murray. There is land available along this entire project for 
additional facilities. Seventy-nine million tons used this stream in 
1955, and much of this anchorage area is required for the existing 
commerce as well as for prospective commerce. 

Mr. Davis. May I ask a question off the record ? 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Buatnirx. Any further questions? 

We have a statement by Mr. Green of Pennsylvania, which will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. GREEN, J&., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear here today as a special 
pleader for that portion of the omnibus rivers and harbors bill which refers par- 
ticularly to the modification of the anchorage facilities on the Delaware River 
from Philadelphia to the sea. 

The technical and financial aspects of this project have all been most carefully 
and completely set forth in the official reports of the district engineer, Philadel- 
phia district, of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, and of the 
Acting Chief of Engineers, United States Army. I shall not go into detail nor 
quote from those reports, except to note that there has been unanimous concur- 
rence in the recommendations of the reporting officers and further recommenda- 
tions by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and by the Acting Chief 
of Engineers that the improvements be authorized. 

Philadelphia has long needed adequate anchorage facilities below Philadelphia, 
such as those proposed for Reedy Point, Deepwater Point, Marcus Hook, and 
Mantua Creek. There has been a tremendous increase in commerce in this area 
in the past 10 years. The improvements will reduce shipping hazards, eliminate 
current delays, and provide adequate space for the larger vessels now coming 
into use and for the vastly increased waterborne traffic. 

I respectfully urge your favorable consideration of this project. Thank you. 


Mr. Biatnirk. Thank you very much, Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Avcuincross. Mr. Chairman, before the witness leaves I think 
it would be well to have the record show why there is no local par- 
ticipation in this project. 

Mr. Murray. The benefits from this improvement stem from the 
general commerce of the Philadelphia port. Philadelphia serves an 
area which is one of the most heavily industrialized in the United 
States. The tributary area takes in some 50 million people. The 
benefits are of national importance and are general public benefits. 
Therefore, there is no contribution toward constructing this project. 
There are, however, certain local costs involved for lowering pipe- 
lines and other items. 

Mr. Buarnix. Those local costs have nothing to do with benefits 
for shipping? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. Along the river local interests have had to dredge 
to their slip? 
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Mr. Murray. They have dredged slips and access to the channel, 

yes. 
ose eter Is it dredged pretty much to the same depth as the 
channel ¢ 

Mr. Murray. Yes. There is a technical difference between the 
channel depth necessary for a vessel underway and a vessel at anchor, 
but seaaligite the slips must be suitable for that. 

Mr. Scupper. Approximately how many harbors are located along 
the length of this improvement ? 

Mr. Murray. This area is extensively covered by piers. This 
channel is 1,000 feet wide. There are industrial docking facilities 
at Delaware City, at Wilmington, at Chester, and at Philadelphia; 
and on the Jersey side there are facilities at Camden. Then the 
Philadelphia Naval Base is located off League Island. 

Mr. Scupper. They are pretty widely distributed ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buatnix. Any further questions? 

Mr. Gray. What is the average width of the Delaware River ? 

Mr. Morray. It varies in this stretch. From here up to the naval 
base it would run about a mile or a mile and a half. Then it narrows 
considerably. The navigation channel is 1,000 feet wide. 

Mr. Gray. The reason I asked the question, I was wondering where 
you were going to have the anchorage at Marcus Hook. 

Mr. Murray. These two anchorages [indicating on map] are 2,300 
feet wide. That would enable a vessel 800 feet long to anchor in and 
swing without going in the channel. This project only has to do with 
the anchorage facilities. 

Mr. Gray. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnix. Thank you. 

Mr. Broomfield. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM S. BROOMFIELD, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Broomrretp. Mr. Chairman, if you will allow me to put a 
statement in the record at this point I will appreciate it. 

Mr. Biatnrx. Without objection. 

(The statement referred to was submitted as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. WILLIAM S. BROOMFIELD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FRoM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN ON IMPROVEMENT OF OLD CHANNEL (RIVER ROUGE) 


Sometimes progress is crue] to those it passes by. Such is the case in the old 
channel of the River Rouge in Detroit. 

When the Ford Motor Co. decided to “straighten out’ the River Rouge to pro- 
vide a shorteut to the Detroit River, a channel was cut which eliminated some 
of the curves in the Rouge. While this improvement undoubtedly was of great 
benefit to those industries above the so-called Short Cut Canal, it raised some 
serious problems for those firms which were situated on the curved portion of 
the River Rouge. ’ 

For a period of years, the Peerless Cement Corp. has been studying the matter 
of the old channel of the River Rouge. Because new and larger self-unloading 
ships are now being used to bring limestone and coal to the firm’s Jefferson 
Avenue plant, the present water depth of 17 feet is not sufficient to permit these 
ships to be loaded to capacity and still traverse the channel. 
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The firm has offered to pay one-half the cost of deepening the old channel to 
21 feet, the depth of the Short Cut Canal. The Corps of Engineers, United 
States Army, has processed and approved the plan as an equitable means of 
providing deeper loading of cargo vessels and to better serve navigation in the 
old river bed. 

The proposed project would include a channel 100 feet wide from the Short 
Cut Canal to the north property limits of the Peerless Cement Corp. The chan- 
nel would be widened to 150 feet at 2 bends in the river. Total cost to the 
United States for the dredging and improvement would be $101,500, some $60,500 
less than was authorized for the project. In turn, local interests would con- 
tribute another $101,500 as their share of the improvement to the waterfront. 

In addition, local interests have agreed to furnish all necessary land and 
right-of-way for the improvement and to hold the United States free from dam- 
age claims while construction is in progress. 

In the light of a lower than anticipated cost and the obvious benefit this 
improvement would make to the port of Detroit, I respectfully request the 
Public Works Committee of the House of Representatives to act favorably on 
this request. 


BettincHamM Harsor, WasH. 


Mr. Briatnix. We will proceed to Bellingham Harbor, Wash., 
Senate Document 46, 85th Congress. The estimated Federal cost is 
$83,700. 

Mr. Westland, we are pleased to see you this morning. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Westtanp. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement for the 
record, and I would like to speak extemporaneously. 
Mr. Biatnix. Very well, if you will give us a short summary state- 


ment, and then we will have a technical description by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

(The following prepared statements were submitted by Mr. Jack 
Westland and Mr. Don Magnuson :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. JACK WESTLAND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 


This project for deepening the Whatcom Creek Waterway in Bellingham, 
Wash., is strictly for commercial development. Under the present situation, 
larger ships which frequently call at terminals on Whatcom County Waterway 
are requested to await higher stages of tide for entry and departure. Further- 
more, additional important development in Bellingham needs this additional 
deepwater frontage. 

Just recently I was advised by the manager of the port of Bellingham of 
the seriousness of the situation. He informs me that the port has already lost 
some shipping because the ships could not come in and that unless the channel 
is deepened it stands to lose even more. 

I want to call the committee’s attention to the relatively high cost-benefit 
ratio of 1 to 1.79. Even though of the total estimated cost of $88,200, the local 
contribution is only $3,400, in the past local interests at Bellingham, a town of 
about 35,000, have spent in excess of $1,200,000 in providing additional dredging 
in the waterway’s construction of additional breakwaters, bulkheads and moor- 
age and terminal facilities. This is certainly indicative of the confidence local 
interests have in the development of Bellingham Harbor and shows their 
willingness to participate with the Federal Government in furthering the 
development. 

This project is fully approved by the Army engineers and has the support 
of the port of Bellingham. I urge the committee to give it favorable 
eonsideration. 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS F'RoM 
THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED WHATCOM CREEK, 
WasH., WATERWAY PROJECT, A MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING PROJECT FOR 
BELLINGHAM HARBOR 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present these views to the 
committee on the proposed Whatcom Creek, Wash., waterway project. 

As proposed by the Army Corps of Engineers, this modification of the exist- 
ing Bellingham Harbor project would provide a channel 30-feet deep in What- 
com Creek waterway. 

This improvement has been seriously needed for some period of time for 
proper utilization of the port of Bellingham. In addition to a close-in shoal 
in this area, there are high spots existing in the channel which make it ex- 
tremely difficult for oceangoing ships to tie up at the port docks. I am advised 
by the manager of the port of Bellingham that several steamship operators 
have refused to enter the port and other lines are having increasing difficulties 
in docking their ships. This has worked a financial hardship on the port in its 
efforts to serve the wharves and piers on the waterway. Fully loaded vessels 
have had to delay their landings until high-tide periods in order to negotiate 
this channel. 

Mr. Chairman, I should appreciate favorable consideration by the committee 
authorizing this project. Thank you. 

Mr. Westtanp. This is a comparatively small project. It involves 
deepening Whatcom Creek waterway from the present depth of about 
26 feet to 30 feet. The Army engineers have decided against widening 
the channel from 365 feet to 500 feet but keep it at the same width and 
agree that the depth should be increased to 30 feet. It is strictly a 
commercial development. 

The ships coming into that harbor are unable to come in except at 
the will of the tide. They have to stand outside and wait for the tide 
to rise and fall. 


The benefit-cost ratio is 1.79, which is not too high. The local par- 
ticipation is some $3,400, which the local Army engineers considered 
was the proper amount at 3.9 percent. 

This town of Bellingham has a pemeetes of about 35,000. They 


have spent about $1,200,000 in deve oping their own harbor, and natu- 
rally they are completely behind this project. It means better indus- 
trial development for that area, and 1 think if this comparatively 
small project is completed it will help the industry and the shipping in 
that area. It is largely pulp, wood products, and oil is coming in from 
the pipelines coming from Canada. There is getting to be quite a re- 
finery development, and I believe this project will be of considerable 
benefit to the Federal Government through increased transportation, 
and of benefit to the people locally. 

Mr. Buiarnrk. The gentleman has summarized the project com- 
pletely. May we have Mr. Adams, of the Corps of Engineers, give 
us the specifics. 

Mr. MoGrecor. Could I ask one question, Mr. Chairman. Did I 
understand you to say that the people of Bellingham have already 
spent a million dollars or $1.2 million and this is in reality an in- 
crease, asking Federal assistance in addition to the improvements 
they have already made ? 

Mr. Westianp. That is correct, exactly. 

Mr. Buatnrg. Mr. Adams. 
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STATEMENT OF HARRY ADAMS, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


Mr. Apams. I would like to summarize a couple of points. This 
part of the project here is currently under construction and_ there 
are funds included in the current budget request for completion of 
the breakwaters at this point. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will you describe “this part” so we might have it 
in the record, so we will know what you mean by “this part” ? 

Mr. Apams. This is Squalicum Creek waterway, a small-boat basin, 
currently budgeted in the present budget for completion of the break- 
water. The recommended project involves only increasing the depth 
from 26 to 30 feet in the Whatcom Creek waterway. Federal costs 
are $83,700. The non-Federal costs are $3,400, which is for land 
enhancement due to the development of new land area where the 
excavation will be spoiled adjacent to the waterway. That $3,400 
is a cash contribution because of the land enhancement. The report 
has cleared the Bureau of the Budget. There are no objections. The 
benefit-cost ratio is 1.79. 

Mr. Buatnrk. Any questions ? 

Mr. Fatton. What is the cost of the present project under con- 
struction ¢ 

Mr. Buarnix. Part B of the project. 

Mr. WestLanp. Mr. Chairman, I am not positive on this, Mr. Fallon, 
but I believe it was in the nature of $400,000. 

Mr. Fation. Is that the total cost to the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Westuanp. If I am correct in that figure, that would be the 
total cost. I hesitate to make a definite statement, but that figure 
comes to my mind. 

Mr. Fation. There was local contribution ? 

Mr. Westianp. Oh, yes; there was considerable local contribution. 
I would be glad to describe that, gentlemen, if you care to listen to 
why that was done. Do you care to hear that ? 

This is largely a fishing-boat moorage. This, I believe, was the 
new extension as against this part in here. I appeared before this 
committee previously and showed them pictures of the fishing boats 
in that area. This is the nearest port to an area called Point Roberts, 
which has the greatest fishing take in the country of the sockeye 
salmon. It is shared between the Canadians and the Americans. 
Those salmon come down from the north. First they let the Ca- 
nadians take a crack at them. Then when they pass over the boundary 
we get our whack at them. Then they go back up and go through 
the Fraser River. You may have heard of the Sockeye Commission 
which has done a tremendous job in restoring that. These fishing 
vessels were jammed in here so badly, Mr. Fallon, if any ship in 
there ever caught fire it would mean destruction of practically the 
entire fleet. We asked that the Federal Government participate in 
enlarging that mooring basin. It is practically the only haven to 
get out of the weather. Being right off the Straits of Juan de Fuca, 
which goes directly into the Pacific Ocean, those boats just have to 
run when that sort of weather comes. This is the only harbor within 
that area. So the Federal Government saw fit to participate in the 
expansion of that mooring facility. 

Mr. Aucurnctioss. Is this harbor open the year round ? 
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Mr. Westianp. Oh, yes. This is all salt water. 

Mr. Buatnrk. Any further questions? Thank you very much, Mr. 
Westland. 

Mr. Westianp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatnrx. Mr. Brennan, what is the estimated cost of this 
project ? 

Mr. Brennan. The total project cost is $2,070,000 of which the 
local costs are $562,000. 

Mr. Buarntk. That is section B of the project now under construe- 
tion ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is the existing project; yes, sir. 

Mr. Buiarnix. If there are no further questions we will pass on to 
the next project. 


Srustaw River anp Bar CHANNEL, Ore. 


Mr. Biarnrk. The next is the Siuslaw River and Bar, Oreg., spon- 
sored by Mr. Porter of Oregon. We have a statement by Mr. Porter 
which will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. Porter follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CHARLES O. PorTER, FourtH DISTRICT, OREGON 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to submit to the committee a 
statement in support of H. R. 1212, a bill which I introduced on January 3, 1957, 
to authorize modification of the existing project for the Siuslaw River in Lane 
County, Oreg. The bill provides that the modification be adopted and authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recommendations of the Board of Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors, dated November 30, 1956, at an estimated Federal cost 
of $1,693,100. 

You have before you, gentlemen, a report of the Chief of Engineers and the 
report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors on this project. This 
report, as you know, has been approved by the State engineer for the State of 
Oregon. It has also received favorable reports from the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of the Army, and the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget. The report itself was prepared in response to a resolution 
of the Committee on Commerce of the United States Senate, adopted May 16, 
1939, and also under authority of the River and Harbor Act approved July 24, 
1946. 

You will note that the Board for Rivers and Harbors states in its report that 
the improvement proposed for the Siuslaw River would be justified by the bene- 
fits that would accrue to the prospective traffic. The recommended modification 
would provide for a 600-foot extention of the north jetty; an entrance channel 
18 feet deep and 300 feet wide from deep water in the ocean to a point 1,500 
feet inside the outer end of the existing north jetty: thence a channel 16 feet 
deep, 200 feet wide, with additional widening at bends, and about 5 miles long, 
opposite the Siuslaw dock at Florence. 

A considerable amount of local effort and cooperation is required under the 
project as outlined by the Corps of Engineers and this cooperation has been guar- 
anteed by the appropriate local agencies. This is a clean project, fully approved 
by every interested department and agency and fully supported by local interests. 

I endorse completely the report submitted to this committee by the Chief of 
Engineers and urge the inclusion of this project in the omnibus bill for rivers 
and harbors. Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to testify. 


Mr. Buatnix. Mr. Murray of the Corps of Engineers, will you ex- 
plain the project, the engineering specifics ? 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN MURRAY, PROJECT ENGINEER, OFFICE, 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Murray. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Chief of Engineers’ report dated May 10, 1957, on navigation improve- 
ments of the Siuslaw River and Bar Channel, Oreg., was authorized 
by resolution of the Senate Committee on Commerce adopted May 16, 
1939, and the River and Harbor Act approved July 24, 1946. The 
Siuslaw River is about 154 miles south of the Columbia River Basin, 
flowing into the Pacific Ocean. 

The ¢ existing Federal project for the Siuslaw River provides for an 
entrance channel 12 feet deep by 300 feet wide, narrowing to 200 feet 
wide and 12 feet deep to Florence, and a 12-foot depth above Florence. 
The existing project also provides for jetties at the entrance on both 
sides of the entrance channel. The navigation difficulty in this area 
arises from the strong wave action at the mouth of this river, making 
negotiation of the barge channel very difficult in winter and storm 
times. 

The Chief of Engineers recommends for authorization an entrance 
channel 18 feet deep and 300 feet wide over the bar in this area, and 
then shallowing to 16 feet deep and 200 feet wide to Florence, with a 
turning basin at Florence 400 by 600 feet, also 16 feet deep. The Chief 
of Engineers further recommends for authorization extension of the 
north jetty by 600 feet. However, the Chief of Engineers finds that 
the north jetty construction can be deferred until maintenance ex- 
perience demonstrates that this work is advisable. The existing 
jetties at the river mouth would be restored to their original dimen- 
sions with maintenance funds. 

The total estimated cost of this improvement is $1,818,000, of which 
$1,701,000 would be Federal. The annual charges for the project 
are $136,880 and the annual benefits $197,000, resulting in benefit-cost 
ratio of 1.44. 

Local interests would be required to furnish without cost to the 
United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
construction and spoil-disposal areas, hold and save the United States 
free from damage, and construct and operate terminal facilities open 
to all. 

The Bureau of the Budget comments that it believes the results 
of a sand dune stabilization study for this area near the mouth on the 
left bank should be coordinated with the Department of Agriculture, 
and that this study should be undertaken prior to the construction of 
the extension of the north jetty. However, the Bureau finds that there 
is no objection to submission of this report to Congress. 

The representative of the Governor of Oregon states that the modi- 
fication as proposed by the Chief of Engineers is necessary and urgent. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Buarnik. Mr. Murray, has the Corps of Engineers given final 
approval to this project ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir, the Chief of Engineers report is dated May 
10, 1957, and the Bureau of the Budget has also commented on the 
report, sir. 
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Mr. Scupper. On page 2, however, the comment of the Bureau of 
the Budget is that 
the results of a coordinated dune stabilization study should be available before 
further consideration is given to construction of an extension of the north jetty, 
but advises, subject to consideration of this comment, there is no objection 
to submission of report to Congress. 

Mr. Buarnrk. Would you please explain that again ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. The sand dune here is causing difficulty in 
maintaining the channel. There is sloughing off, there is a wind- 
blown sand effect, plus the normal current of sand coming down the 
river. The problem before the extension of the north ‘jetty is to 
determine whether or not the maintenance in this area would require 
that these dunes be stabilized or bound in some conservation manner. 
The experience in order to determine what should be done there will 
have to wait maintenance of the project for a while. In any case, sir, 
the economics of the project are such that it would be favo rable 
because this jetty is expected to be about equal to the maintenance. 

Mr. McGregor. Why would it not be better, than, to wait until this 
study is available so we can see the results of this study before we 
start the project ? 

Mr. Murray. The Chief of Engineers recommends that the jetty 
be authorized but that construction be deferred until the stu 1s 
available. 

Mr. McGreeor. To me that is another example of okaying something 
if and when studies are such and such. I think the Bureau of the 
Budget has made a very unusual recommendation. I would like to 
read it to you again: 

The Bureau of the Budget states that it believes the results of a coordinated 
dune stabilization study should be available before further consideration is given 
to construction of an extension of the north jetty, but advises, subject to con- 
sideration of this comment, there is no objection to submission of report to 
Congress. 

I think they said the snow is beautiful; it is white snow, but it is 
black. 

Mr. Murray. May I point out, sir, that there are two parts to this 
authorization. The first part is deepening the channel from 12 feet 
to 18 feet here and from 16 to 18 feet in here. The second part con- 
cerns the extension to this jetty. The problem of the extension of the 
jetty results from the necessity for maintaining the channel. There 
is no question of the justification or need for the channel as demon- 

trated by the Chief’s report. The question of just when this north 
jetty extension should be constructed is a matter for further study 
based on our experience in maintenance. 

Mr. McGrecor. Would it not be cheaper to handle both of them 
together because similar equipment would be used for both projects? 

Mr. Murray. The channel would be dredged either by pipline or—— 

Mr. McGregor. Where is the waste disposal from the dredging? 

Mr. Murray. The waste would be in considerable spoil-disposal 
areas along the river. This jetty extension, sir, will require 165,000 
tons of rock. 

Mr. McGrecor. It should be used in the jetty, should it not? 

Mr. Murray. The dredged material would not be suitable for the 
jetty, sir. This is generally alluvial material and it would not with- 
stand the storms. 
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Mr. Fation. Do I understand that you recommend digging the 
channel deeper ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fauwon. If it does not fill up you will not need the jetty, but if 
it fills up again you will need it. 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir, if our maintenance costs become very high 
after we get some experienc e on this, then we feel that the jetty will 
be necessary. 

Mr. McGrecor. Other members of the committee were with me on 
a trip where we saw jetties constructed with the result that we had a 
terrific soil erosion on one side or the other of the jetty. Are we 
liable to be in the same situation here ? 

Mr. Murray. Sir, this matter has been taken up by our Beach 
Erosion Board, and they found that the littoral drift is in this direc- 
tion to the southward and there will be some effect, but it will not be 
so large as to cut this bank anywhere. ‘There will be some effect 
immediately below the south jetty, as usual. 

Mr. Biarnix. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. Where is the nearest harbor of refuge? About how 
many miles away approximately ¢ 

Mr. Murray. There is one 24 miles to the south, the Umpqua River, 
and another some 45 miles to the northward. 

Mr. Rocers. All I care about is the distances. There is none closer 
than 20 miles ¢ 

Mr. Murray. Twenty miles, sir. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Mr. Chairman. I note that $7,900 of naviga- 
tion aids is charged up to the estimated Federal cost. Is it not un- 
usual to include navigation aids? 

Mr. Murray. No, sir. The navigation aids are quite ordinary. 

Mr. Avcurncross. Is that not usually the obligation of the Coast 
Guard ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, sir; but it is a Federal expenditure, so it is re- 
ported to the committee as an expenditure. 

Mr. AucuHrncLoss. You do not wish to get it into these rivers and 
harbors expenses ? 

Mr. Murray. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. AUCHINCLOSs. “T do not see why it is included in the expenses 
of rivers and harbors. 

Mr. Murray. It is simply to clarify the total extent of the Federal 
Government’s cost. 

Mr. Wernxkavrr. Mr. Auchincloss, you are correct. That figure is 
not included in the recommendation for as construction costs. It 
happens to be included on this data sheet. I do not have the report 
but it should not be in our recommendations for the Federal construc- 
tion costs. 

Mr. George. How do they move the lumber out of that area at 
the present time ? 

r. Murray. Sir, it is moved in several ways. Some of it is trucked 
out. Some of it is railed out in the typical lumber packages. Some 
of it is moved out by small coastal freighters, some is barged out, 
and some is rafted. 

Mr. Grorae. Do they use the present river now ? 
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Mr. Murray. Yes, sir. But we have been informed that from 
October to May the rough water practically closes this entrance, 
It is too difficult to make. 

Mr. Buarnig. Mr. Brennan has discussed this with the Bureau. 
Mr. Brennan, will you report your conversation with the Bureau of 
the Budget? 

Mr. Brennan. I talked to the staff of the Bureau of the Budget, 
Mr. Chairman, on this very point and asked them if they would 
interpret their letter to mean that the project should not be authorized 
by this study or merely that the project should not be constructed by 
this study. The staff engineer told me that it was their intent that 
the comment apply to construction and not to authorization of the 
project. 

Mr. Biatrnrg. Any further questions? 

Thank you, Mr. Murray. 

This completes the rivers and harbors navigation projects. Let 
us turn to page 2. We have four beach-erosion projects. The Chair 
asks the committee to proceed with the further consideration of the 
beach-erosion projects. When we were making up the list last Thurs- 
day it had been our hope to go into the afternoons if necessary, to 
complete the series of title I projects by Wednesday morning. We 
did not expect the civil rights final votes to be carried over, expecting 
it to be completed either Friday or Saturday. So we will move along 
and make what progress we can on the beach-erosion projects. 

(The following telegram was furnished for insertion :) 

EUGENE, Orec., June 14, 1957. 
CHAIRMAN OF THE House Pusitic Works CoMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


The people of the city of Florence, Oreg., and surrounding areas, respectfully 
request that you do everything in your power to see that the Siuslaw Harbor 
modification project is included in the Rivers and Harbors omnibus bill for this 
year. This project vitally needed. 

Respectfully, 
BE. A. DAvIpDson, 
Mayor, City of Florence, Oreg. 


Santa Cruz Country, Cauir. 


Mr. Buarnix. The first beach-erosion project is Santa Cruz County, 
Calif., House Document 179, 85th Congress, sponsored by Mr. Gubser, 
for the construction of seawalls and groins. General Holle, we had 
considerable discussion, you recall, last year on beach-erosion prob- 
lems. We welcome you back this morning. General, will you pro- 
ceed to give us the engineering and technical features of this’ project ? 
It involves an estimated Federal cost of $516,000. This whole problem 
of beach erosion with which General Holle is most familiar and on 
which he has spent a great deal of time has suddenly been elevated to 
the status of a major- league arena by the new ground rules which were 
so successfully and persistently championed by Mr. Auchincloss of 
New Jersey last year. We are up in the major leagues on beach 
erosion. 

General Holle, will you please proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. C. G. HOLLE, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE 
CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, AND PRESIDENT, BEACH EROSION BOARD; 
ACCOMPANIED BY COL. A. A. FUTRAL, OFFICE, EXECUTIVE, 
BEACH EROSION BOARD, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


General Hottie. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee. I have Colonel Futral with me, who is the executive 
of the Beach Erosion Board. I will ask Mr. Rector of the Board’s 
staff to point out the features on the map as I present them. 

The first report, as you have mentioned, is the report on the coop- 
erative study of the Santa Cruz County area, California. Santa Cruz 
County can be divided into three areas: First, from the north county 
line down to the west boundary of the city of Santa Cruz itself ; then 
the city of Santa Cruz proper and north shore of Monterey Bay to 
New Brighton Beach State Park; and third, the remaining shore of 
the county. In the northern area there are high cliffs and few beaches, 
and there is not much subject to damage, so no projects were recom- 
mended in that area. In the southern area the attack on the beaches 
has been so minor that there is no problem there. The area for which 
protective meagures have been recommended is in the city of Santa 
Cruz proper and along the northerly shore of Monterey Bay imme- 
diately east of the city. 

The report recommends work at three different locations. The first 
is the West Cliff Drive area which Mr. Rector points out, and the work 
recommended there comprises 9 segments of riprap seawall aggregat- 
ing 2,885 feet in length. I might interject by remarking that of course 
since we are economically minded the maximum Federal contribution 
to any of these beach-erosion projects is limited by law to one-third, 
except where federally sae property is involved, for which the 
Federal Government normally pays the full cost. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman? If you have an 
area where it can be proven beyond doubt that the beach erosion is 

caused by the installation of a Federal project, would that one-third 
law still be applicable ? 

General ae LE. In the type of matter that you are referring to 
where we have constructed navigation jetties we have recommended 
contribution aiso in proportion to the savings in dredging and main- 
tenance. 

Mr. McGrecor. Thank you. 

General Hotie. As I was saying, in the West Cliff Drive area there 
are 9 segments of riprap seawall recommended, totaling 2,885 feet. 
The Federal share of their cost is presently estimated at 32.7 percent, 
or actually $147,000. 

The second location is Twin Lakes Beach, where the property is all 
publicly owned, where there would be a beach reconstruction by the 
artificial placement of sand in two sections and the construction of rock 
groin at the east ends of each fill segment. The one-third Federal 
contribution would amount to $356,300. 

The third project is of very limited length for protecting Cliff Drive 
in the vicinity of 49th Street. There the Federal contribution would 
be 23.5 percent or $12,900 for the construction of a seawall. The proj- 
ect consists of about 870 feet of riprap seawall. 

Those are the three projects recommended in this report. 
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Mr. Buatnix. Any questions? Mr. Gubser, you are the sponsor 
of the project. Would you care to make a statement? 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES S. GUBSER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Gusser. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I do 
not intend to take much time but I would like to point out that the 
Santa Cruz area has a very fine record of being Johnny-on-the-spot 
with their share in any project in which the Federal Government par- 
ticipates. I can assure you that they are ready to go ahead and put 
up their share here. There is one small facet of this project that I 
would like to point out which the general did not mention. That has 
to do with this groin in the Twin Lakes Beach area. The State of 
California has already made the Twin Lakes area a State park. With 
a bill which has recently passed the State of California Legislature 
it is willing to put up its portion to make this into a small-craft harbor. 
That is important because there are no small-craft harbors south of 
San Francisco. We have a big naval installation over here called 
Moffat Field. In several instances the small craft from Santa Cruz 
have been able to fish naval fliers out of the drink and have saved 
them. Fortunately, those accidents have occurred in the summertime 
when the fishing fleet is at Santa Cruz, but those boats are forced to 
leave Santa Cruz during the winter months when storms are prevalent. 
If we had a small-craft harbor here, these boats would stay in this area 
and would be available for rescue work throughout the winter months. 

I realize that the two projects are not related but this is one way 
that this stone groin could serve a multiple purpose. This area would 
be opened up and the channel would be dredged. It would turn out 
that this stone groin for beach-erosion purposes would also serve a 
multiple purpose. It would have to be extended at a later date if a 
small-craft-harbor project is authorized, but this much of the groin 
would serve as protection for the channel or the entrance into the 
small-craft harbor. 

The engineers have finished a report on a small-craft harbor for 
Santa Cruz. I do not know exactly where it is right now. I believe 
it probably is back in General Itschner’s office and should be before 
your committee next year. I just wanted to point out to you that this 
would serve a multiple purpose in a project which is contemplated 
for the future. 

The highway along Beach Drive here is being eroded away and 
every year a foot or two of that highway falls into the ocean. So we 
do have a public work there which is very much in danger. 

If there are any questions about the area which the committee would 
like to ask me and if I am capable of answering them I would like to 
try. 

Mr. Biarntx. Are there any questions? 

Mr. MoGrecor. I want to congratulate the Congressman on his 
splendid statement. It certainly has been very clear and precise. 

Mr. Gupser. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Georce. Is that a Federal highway ? 

Mr. Gusser. No, it isa State highway. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatnr«. Thank you, Mr. Gubser. 
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If there are no further questions we will proceed with the next 
project. 


STATE OF Connecticut, AREAS 8 AND 11, Saugatuck River To Byram 
River 


Mr. Buarnux. The next project is the Connecticut shoreline, areas 
8 and 11, Saugatuck River to Byram River, sponsored by Mr. Morano, 
and Mr. Sadlak of Connectic ut, House Doc. 17, 85th Congress. * 

The estimated Federal cost is $129,000. General Holle, will you 
please proceed. 





STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. C. G. HOLLE, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO 
THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, AND PRESIDENT, BEACH EROSION 
BOARD; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. A. A. FUTRAL, EXECUTIVE, 
BEACH EROSION BOARD, CORPS OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


General Hotix. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
report is the result of a cooperative study with the State of Connecti- 
cut. For reporting purposes the Connecticut shoreline was divided 
into a number of areas, actually 11. This report on areas 8 and 11 is 
the next to last one of this ¢ ontinuing study. The Board recently con- 
sidered the report on the last remaining area, No. 10. Of course, it 
has not yet been forwarded by the Secretary of the Army to the 
committee. 

The areas under consideration are Area No. 8, including the town 
of Greenwich and the city of Stamford, as far east as the Noroton 
River, and area No. 11, including the town of Darien, and city of 
Norwalk, and reaching over into the town. of W estport as far as the 
Saugatuck River. 

The report recommends a number of areas for improvement with 
Federal participation, the first project being Calf Pasture Beach 
Park, at least the east shore of it, where the recommendation includes 
the widening of approximately 2,200 feet of beach to a 125-foot width 
by direct placement of sandfill and lengthening 2 existing riprap 
groins to 400 feet in length, which Mr. Rector is pointing out. The 
benefit-cost ratio for that particular section is 5.4. The total first 
cost would be $230,000, of which the Federal share would be one-third 
because the area is entirely publicly owned, or $76,000. 

The second project is at Cove Island and the recommended treat- 
ment there is widening approximately 1,200 feet of beach along the 
east shore of Cove Island to a 125-foot width, again by direct place- 
ment of sandfill and construction of an impermeable jetty 400 feet 
long at the east end of the fill. 

Mr. McGregor. May I make an inquiry there. You have a jetty in 
that area, General. On which side of the jetty is the erosion taking 
place? 

General Hotie. The proposed jetty, of course, is to retain the fill 
that would be placed. 

Mr. McGrecor. I know we are all subject to mistakes. I have seen 
many jetties sticking out in waters and so forth, and we get the whirl- 
pool and erosion around on the other side of the jetty. Would that 
be applicable to this proposal ? 
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General Hotix. No, sir. We propose the jetty there for two pur- 
poses. One is to retain the sand which is indicated by that proposed 
fill, the green area; the other to keep the channel from moving over 
against the shore of Weed Beach. 

Mr. McGregor. By just this one jetty ¢ 

General Hotz. Yes. A jetty and a groin are about the same thing. 
The jetty, of course, as you know, is to protect an entrance. 

( Digeussion off the record.) 

General Horie. Did I answer your question to your satisfaction, 
Mr. McGregor? 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes, thank you. 

General Houie. As I was saying, the Cove Island project has a 
benefit-cost ratio of 5.7, a total first cost of $207,000, and the Federal 
share again is one-third, or $69,000. 

The third item of work recommended is at Cummings Park, and 
consists of widening approximately 1,000 feet of beach to a 125-foot 
width, again by direct placement of sandfill and extending an existing 
groin to 400 feet length and raising the inshore end of the existing 
jetty. 


The benefit-cost ratio for that project is 4.1, the total first cost 


$102,000, one-third of that being a Federal contribution of $34,000. 

The last project recommended is at Greenwich Point, where it is to 
widen 2,800 feet of beach to a 125-foot width by direct placement of 
sandfill. The benefit-cost ratio is 3.9, the total first cost is $150,000, and 
one-third of that would be the Federal contribution of $50,000. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes the description of the work recom- 
mended for areas 8 and 11 on the Connecticut shore. 

Mr. Buatntx. I notice the cost-benefit ratio on those 4 sections runs 
very high, from the low of 3.9 up to 5.7, which indicates very favorable 
economic justification for the projects. 

General Hote. Yes, sir. This area has a very high recreation use 
and high recreation benefit. 

Mr. Biatrnirx. Any further questions? 

Mr. Aucutnectoss. I would like to ask the general was this joint 
study made as a result of the hurricanes a few years ago? 

General Hottie. No, sir. This was started in 1950, as I recall the 
date. 

Mr. Buatnrz. Mr. Morano will submit a statement which will be 
included in this morning’s record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. ALBERT P. MORANO, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to express my appreciation for your invitation to 
present to the Committee on Public Works information in support of this beach 
erosion project in which I am very much interested. 

The 4 projects that make up areas 8 and 11, Saugatuck River to Byram River, 
recommended for Federal aid are located (1) at the east shore of Calf Pasture 
Beach Park which is situated between the mouths of Saugatuck and Norwalk 
Rivers in Norwalk, Conn., at an estimated Federal cost of $76,000, and a non- 
Federal cost of $154,000; (2) at Cove Island situated immediately west of the 
entrance to Holly Pond at the mouth of the Noroton River, the east boundary 
of Stamford, Conn., at an estimated Federal cost of $69,000, and a non-Federal 
cost of $138,000; (3) at Cummings Park situated on the north shore of Westcott 
Cove east of Stamford Harbor in Stamford, Conn., at an estimated Federal cost 
of $34,000, and a non-Federal cost of $68,000; and (4) at Greenwich Point, a 
narrow peninsula about 4% miles east of the New York State line in Greenwich, 
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Conn., at an estimated Federal cost of $50,000, and a non-Federal cost of $100,000. 

The recommended plan of improvement would be widening approximately 2,200 
feet of beach at Calf Pasture Beach Park to a 125-foot width by direct placement 
of sand fill and lengthening two existing riprap groins to a 400-foot length; 
widening approximately 1,200 feet of beach along the east shore of Cove Island 
to a 125-foot width by direct placement of sand fill, and construction of an im- 
permeable jetty 400 feet long at the east limit of the fill; widening approximately 
1,000 feet of public bathing beach at Cummings Park to a 125-foot width by 
direct placement of sand fill, extension of an existing groin to a 400-foot length 
and raising the inshore end of an existing jetty; and widening approximately 
2,800 feet of public bathing beach at Greenwich Point to a 125-foot width by direct 
placement of sand fill. 

The local people in the area have agreed to the recommendations of the Army 
engineers and will provide necessary lands and rights-of-way; maintain the 
project during its economic life; prevent water pollution dangerous to health and 
bathers; and maintain continued public ownership and administration of the 
shores involved in the projects. 

I want particularly to eat out the high benefit-cost ratios for these projects 
which is 5.4 for Calf Pasture, 5.7 for Cove Island, 4.1 for Cummings Park and 3.9 
for Greenwich Point. 

The Bureau of the Budget has agreed with the Chief of Engineers in recom- 
mending this project. 

The control of this beach erosion is urgently needed and I sincerely and 
respectfully request that your committee give every consideration to authorizing 
this project for the Connecticut shoreline. 

Mr. Buatnix. If there are no further questions we will proceed to 


the next beach erosion project. 


DeLawareE Coast rrom Krrrs Hummock to Fenwick Isianp, Det. 


Mr. Buatnix. The next project is Delaware coast from Kitts Hum- 
mock to Fenwick Island, Del., a beach restoration project with an 
estimated Federal cost of $28,400. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. C. G. HOLLE, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO 
THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, AND PRESIDENT, BEACH EROSION 
BOARD; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. A. A. FUTRAL, EXECUTIVE, 
BEACH EROSION BOARD, CORPS OF ENGINEERS—Resumed 


General Hoxie. This project is the result of a cooperative study 
with the State of Delaware, and the study area is the entire part of 
Delaware shore from Kitts Hummock, which is approximately the 
upper northern limit in Delaware Bay affected by ocean waves and 
currents, and continues on down to Fenwick Island which, for identity 
of geographical location, is at the State boundary between Delaware 
and Maryland. 

The study found that the only area where the erosion was sufficient 
and where there was economic justification sufficient to recommend a 
Federal project was the segment of shore from Indian River Inlet 
to and including Rehoboth Beach. The placement of a fill to restore 
2,500 feet of beach immediately north to Indian River Inlet, as 
pointed out by Mr. Rector, by placing approximately 130,000 cubic 
yards of suitable sand to provide a berm width of 50 feet at an eleva- 
tion of 12 feet above mean low water is proposed. 

In addition, periodic placement of suitable sand to nourish and sta- 
bilize the shore from the inlet northward to be effective all the way 
to Rehoboth Beach is recommended. 
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The littoral drift in that area north of Indian River Inlet is toward 
the north. The littoral drift below there in the vicinity of Beth 
Beach is toward the south. 

The benefit-cost ratio of this recommended work, is 1.45. The first 
cost would be $84,000 and the recommended Federal share is $28,400, 
which is 33.8 percent. That includes the full cost for the federally 
owned property of the Coast Guard station immediately north of 
Indian River Inlet. The Federal share of the cost of periodic nour- 
ishment for the first 10 years after construction is estimated at 
$31,800. 

Mr. McGregor. May I ask this general question getting back to the 
one-third Federal share of the entire cost 

Generally, how is the other two-thirds divided—one-third local and 
one-third State or how is that done? 

General Hottie. In many instances the State has paid the full cost, 
although the tendency now is to divide it part by State and part by 
localities, county or community. 

Mr. MoGrecor. To your knowledge when the local communities 
participate do they have to have a vote of the people in order to get 
a bond issue to take care of that or is it dependent entirely upon the 
laws of the State ? 

General Hotie. That depends entirely upon the local laws whether 
the local officials or county or city officials have authority to author- 
ize a bond issue or make the expenditures or whether it has been cov- 
ered by an election. 

We find that those areas where there has been State and local co- 
operation divided, the results are far more successful; we can cover 
a larger area and the general interest is more favorable. 

Mr. Biatnik. Any further questions? 

If there is no objection we will move on to the last project. 

( Discussion off the record.) 


New Jersey SHore, SANDY Hook To Barnecat INLET 


Mr. Buatnix. The next project for the consideration of the com- 
mittee is the New Jersey Shore, Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet, by 
Mr. Auchincloss of New Jersey. This project is contained in House 
Document 361 of the 84th Congress. The project is not in S. 497. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. May I have permission to make a brief statement, 
Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Buarnrk. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES C. AUCHINCLOSS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 


Mr. Avucurncwoss. This is a project covering the coastline of New 
Jersey from the base of Sandy Hook down to Barnegat Inlet, as 
shown on the map. It is divided into three different sections. I 
want the general to correct me if I make a misstatement. 

The center section of this survey was included in the last rivers 
and harbors bill, based on the estimates provided in the law at that 
time. Since that time the law was amended regarding the Federal 
participation. 
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It is the usual procedure, and properly so, that when the engineers’ 
report is submitted, it is sent to the State for their approval or any 
comments which they may want to make. This has been done in this 
instance that is before you but we have not received any reply from 
the State. That is correct is it not? 

General Hotie. The State furnished comments on the original sur- 
vey report printed in House Document 361, but not on the restudy 
of the area to determine approximate Federal aid under Public Law 
826, 84th Congress. 

Mr. Aucuincioss. However, I point out that this survey has 
already been tentatively accepted by the Governor of the State because 
it was a joint survey made by the State and the Army engineers. I 
would like to have this authorization included in this bill, and, of 
course, if it is approved, and the appropriations are asked for, why, 
the Appropriations Committee will not proceed unless the State has 
committed itself to their share of the cost. 

I want to point out that in this stretch of beach the State has already 
spent, with contributions from the local communities, upward of $5 
million to preserve the beaches by building sea walls and groins or 
jetties. However, this has got to be protected by further “work in 
order to build up the beaches. So, it is important in my opinion 
that this should be considered. 

Mr. McGregor. What are you going to do? Are yon going to 
put up jetties, retaining walls, or what is the program? 

Mr. Avcuinctoss. It is a very comprehensive one. I do not know 
whether the general has the report there or not, but it is about 3 inches 
thick. It took upwards of a year of study, I believe it was, before 
the report was made. I would say that the engineers have just com- 
pleted, with the State, a survey of the balance of the coast of New 
Jersey down to Cape May, but that report has not yet been submitted. 

Mr. McGrecor. Is this report going to be submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget at one time as one comprehensive plan, or is it being 
submitted in separate projects? I note they have not recetved the 
report. 

Mr. Aucuincxoss. I understand that the section that was approved 
in the last rivers and harbors bill was approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget. Is that correct, General ? 

General Hote. It was reviewed but not approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

Mr. McGrecor. And the others were not approved ? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. Were not submitted. 

General Hotir. The review reports revising cost allocations under 
provisions of Public Law 826 have not as yet been submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McGrecor. What can we do to hurry the others along, because 
they, seemingly, would be important? 

Mr. Aucutncioss. The Bureau of the Budget, as I understand it, 
will not consider any project until they hear from the State; is that 
not correct ? 

General Hottie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aucutncross. Therefore, we have been stymied. I am a little 
embarrassed at bringing this up to the committee, and I can quite 
understand that the committee should defer any action. 
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Mr. Davis. ‘Do you not think we had better stand on what we did 
last year if we get a bill through, and then come back with these other 
matters ? 

Mr. Aucuincioss. We might be able to amend it on the floor if we 
get the necessary go-ahead on it. 

Off the eel 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. McGre or. Is it in the bill now? Did the Senate put this 
project in the bill 

General Hour. No, sir; the Senate did not put the complete project 
in the bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Aucutncross. May I make this suggestion : For the record here 
I suggest that we ask the Army engineers to submit their report and 
the record can be made up and then later on, if we have clearances, 
we can consider whether the committee would want to make an 
amendment. 

Mr. Buarntx. Without objection, the report shall be included in 
the record at this point. 

(The report referred to will be found in committee files. ) 

Mr. Davis. I move we adjourn. 

Mr. Buarniz. Are there any further comments and discussion / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buiatnik. I wish to thank the members for their attendance 
here this morning, as well as the sponsors of these projects, and the 
representatives from the Corps of Engineers. 

The committee is adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 12: 25, the committee adjourned, to reconvene at 10 
a. m., Tuesday, June 18, 1957.) 


RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT 
OF 1957 


TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 1957 


Houss or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a. m., in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik presiding. 

Mr. Biarntx. The Committee on Public Works of the House of 
Representatives will come to order for further consideration of 
Title I: Rivers and Harbors, of the bill S. 497. 

We will consider a few projects in title I about which there is 
some dispute or question, primarily those raised by the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

In front of you is a page-and-a-half mimeographed sheet entitled 
“Agenda for Tuesday, June 18.” These are projects in S. 497 which 
for some reason or other require either further explanation or consid- 
eration because of points or questions raised either by the. Corps of 
Engineers or most likely by the Bureau of the Budget. The first 
project is a new one with us, the one exception if I am correct, Mor- 
riches Inlet, N. Y., which is a new project brought about by an 
emergency situation. This is sponsored by Mr. Buckley, of New York. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH R. BRENNAN, ENGINEER-CONSULTANT, 
COMMITTEE STAFF 


Mr. Brennan, will you proceed and give us the brief summary of 
the background of this project ? 


Moraicues Inet, N. Y. 


Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman, this is a project for the dredging of 
Morriches Inlet. Originally there was a natural navigation channel 
through the inlet used by pleasure craft and other boating, connect- 
ing the ocean to the Intracoastal Waterway. Some time ago, as a 
result of storms, starting with the hurricane storm of a year and a 
half ago, the inlet has been gradually shoaling up to a point where 
now the navigable depth is less than 2 feet. 

The Coast Guard, about 2 months ago, finally declared the inlet 
unsafe for navigation. 

Corresponding to the navigation situation is the matter of pollu- 
tion which is caused by wastes from duck farms along the Long 
Island shore. The closure of the inlet impeded the circulation of water 
and created a bad pollution problem. 
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As a result of a wire from the Governor of New York to the chair- 
man, an investigation was made of the situation and letters were writ- 
ten to the Chief of Engineers and the Surgeon General of the United 
States Public Health Service. Replies from the Surgean General and 
the Chief of Engineers were received. The Chief of ‘Engineers stated 
that the subject. was under consideration by the Corps ‘of E ngineers 
and that a report was being prepared but would not be available until 
this summer. 

The Surgeon Generat replied that the pollution situation was bad 
but that local interests had gotten together and had arranged for the 
construction of a treatment plant. The Surgeon General pointed out 
that in addition to this treatment plant the opening of the inlet would 
be necessary to complete the solution of the problem, and also pointed 
out that the Chief of Engineers was engaged in a survey report. 

The pollution matter w “ill be controlled from the standpoint of waste 
treatment by the construction of these remedial plants. The naviga- 
tion dredging, if it is not accomplished now, will not be in time to 
assist in the solution of the pollution problem. 

If the report of the Chief of Engineers comes in this summer, going 
through the normal process will take possibly 6 months before it gets 
to the Congress. The report of the Chief of Engineers will consider 
two items—dredging and possible jetty construction. The jetty con- 
struction is a rather expensive proposition and may cost in the neigh- 
borhood of $5 million or more. The dredging, however, can be 
accomplished, including the inlet and a connecting channel to the 
Intracoastal Waterway, for a total of around $500,000. 

So, the proposal for consideration by the committee is an authoriza- 
tion in this bill to provide only for dredging so as to assist in the 
pollution problem, and also to remedy the unsafe navigation conditions 
which now exist. 

Mr. BiaTNIK. Mr. Brennan, the emergency part of the project, 
which is the only part we consider, or approve if we do, is a project 
amounting to $500,000? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Biatnix. The $5 million proposed project, which involves the 
cost of the jetties, will only come subsequently if a favorable report 
is made by the Corps of Engineers. Is that correct? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biatnix. But the emergency part is for opening the inlet to 
allow the flow of water to go through and to allow safe navigation, 
and that will cost $500,000. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnix. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, knowing the situation quite well, it is 
a very bad one. One thing I have in mind is, what type of waste or 
disposal plants are they going to put in, that will still require this 
channel be kept open for the purpose of roviding pollution abate- 
ment? In roa words, we know the duck farms down there cause 
pollution in that area. 

We do need duck farms on Long Island because they are a big 
industry and make up a big part of the industry that is there. Never- 
theless, I would like to know something about what they are going 


to do in the way of waste plants. What kind of waste plants are they 


going to put in there? 
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Mr. Brennan. I think I can answer that best by reading, if I may, 
a short paragraph from the letter of the Surgeon General discussing 
that particular point. 

Mr. Buiatn1K. Will you please read it? 

Mr. Brennan. He says in the letter: 

At the present time the Town Board of Southampton acting as the governing 
body of a special waste disposal district, has made application for a grant under 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Public Law 660, 84th Congress, to 
assist in the financing of a duck-waste treatment plant which would prevent 
the discharge of untreated duck wastes into the Morriches Bay area. The con- 
struction of this plant should result in a marked diminution of pollution of waters 
of the Morriches Bay area. In addition, if the projects in this area now under 
study by the Corps of Engineers are completed the pollution will be further 
mitigated. 

That is the end of the quotation. The details of the design of the plant 
are not available. 

Mr. Becker. I did not mean that. What I meant was the end result 
of the type of plant they are going to build and how much of a dimi- 
nution of waste will be effected through those treatment plants. There 
are treatment plants today that completely obliterate pollution. 

Mr. Brennan. This apparently will not completely obliterate it. I 
have discussed the matter with the staff of the Public Health Service 
and they were not able to give me a percentage decrease but merely 
said that the decrease would be appreciable. However, they needed 
further assistance from the dredging of the inlet. 

Mr. Biarnix. Any further questions / 

Mr. Becker. The only question I have to ask is this: Would this 
be inconsistent with the policy established of authorizing without 
having a report ? 

Mr. Biatnrk. To be consistent, we would not authorize anything 
but the smaller portion of the project, which is considered an emer- 
gency project, to open up the area closed by shoaling during recent 
storms. Beyond that the project would follow the same course as an 
other project and not be acted on until a favorable report is oneal 

Mr. Becker. What I really meant to say is how will that be con- 
sistent with the projects going in the bill that would be approved 
by the President, if it did not have a report on it? Is the report we 
have now sufficient to take care of that or would it be in line with the 
others we have been discussing before the Flood Control Subcommittee 
which did not have approval and which the chairman of the subeom- 
mittee was trying to weed out? 

I do not want to see the whole bill placed in jeopardy because we 
do not have a report, although I do want to see the project taken 
care of. 

Chairman Buckury. Prior to the hurricane, how deep was that 
inlet ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. It varied between 6 and 8 feet. Sometimes during 
periods when storms cleared it out it was even more than that. 

Chairman Buckstey. I believe it was 12 feet roughly. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Bucxiry. And since the hurricane it is about 2 feet. 
Is that right? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Bucxury. So if we prolong this action it will probably 
not even be 6 inches deep. 
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Mr. Brennan. That is right. There is a possibility it may close up 
entirely. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do you have any emergency funds that you can use 
to deepen a portion of the channel so that the legislation might be 
passed ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir. There is an emergency authority available 
to the Corps of Engineers but it would not provide for a situation such 
as this. 

Mr. Becker. It is absolutely necessary, Mr. Chairman. I am all 
in favor of this. 

Chairman Buck ey. I am in favor of it. This is an emergency 
situation. 

Mr. Becker. It is very essential. There is no question about it. 
The only point I raise is, as Mr. Davis tried to do on the other subcom- 
mittee, he tried to get projects in the bill that were approved, and I 
hope this one will not stand in the way of passage. 

Mr. Buiarnrx. It will be up to the committee to decide if it is a 
serious enough emergency for just this part to be done. 

Mr. Brecker. It is a serious emergency. There is no question about 
it. 

Mr. Davis. Is this a new project / 

Mr. Biarnix. A new one not found in 8.497. If there is no further 
question we pass on to the next project. From now on these projects 
are in S. 497 on which some issues have been raised. 


Porr Aransas-Corrus Curistr: Waterway, TEx. 


Next we have the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, in Texas. 
It is objected to by the Bureau of the Budget on the grounds that part 
of the initial cost was paid by local interests in advance of the project 
being approved and now local interests are asking to be reimbursed for 
part of the project which is to be in the overall project to be constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers. The Corps of Engineers recommends re- 
imbursement and the Bureau of the Budget objects to it. 

Will you give us the details, Mr. Brennan ! 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. This project was covered by a favorable 
report of the Corps of Engineers submitted last summer. The report 
was sent to the Bureau of the Budget where it was under review up 
through September of last year. At that time, because of the need for 
rapid action on the deepening of that channel to take advantage of the 
deeper ore carriers, local interests requested the Secretary of the Army 
to accept certain funds to go ahead with the project, the same project 
which had been recommended by the Corps of uaaes. Those funds 
were accepted by the Secretary of the Army and used in the dredging 
work desired. The Chief of Engineers then recalled his report to 
revise it, pointing out the changed conditions. 

In connection with the revision the Chief of Engineers faced the 
problem of determining whether to recommend that local interests 
should be reimbursed for that amount since it would have been a 
Federal responsibility if they had not proceeded with it, and he 
concluded that he should recommend vaaianaiannt. 

That recommendation went back to the Bureau of the Budget who 
considered it and did not concur in the recommendation. The report 
as it is now before the Congress carries, as the chairman pointed out, 
the favorable recommendation for reimbursement to — interests— 
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the favorable recommendation by the Chief of Engineers not agreed 
to by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. BuatnrK. On your mimeographed sheets on the Corpus Christi 
Waterway project, at the bottom there is a paragraph entitled, “Local 

Jooperation.” In the last half of that paragraph you will read that— 
Presently, local interests have contributed $2,443,000 toward the cost of the 
proposed project, which is $953,400 in excess of their 50 percent share, that is, 
their normal share, of the project cost. 

That excess would have had to be borne by the Corps of Engineers 
when the whole project is completed, would it not Mr. Brennan, if 
it had not been undertaken by the local interests ? 

Mr. Brennan. As it stands now, if the reimbursement is not. 
granted the local interests will have paid the entire cost of the channel. 
If the reimbursement is granted they will have paid 50 percent of 
the cost. Perhaps I should have pointed out that this is a project 
under the one-user concept. So even if this reimbursement is granted 
local interests will still have paid 50 percent of the cost of deepening 
the channel. 

Mr. Epmonpson. On the 1-user concept; Mr. Chairman, does that 
mean there is 1 company or 1 community using it ? 

Mr. Brennan. One company. 

Mr. Epmonpson. One company only? What is the company ! 

Mr. Brennan. It is the Reynolds Metals Aluminum Co. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Is this one company the one that is paying the 
local interests contribution, or is it a community proposition ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. It is a community proposition, Mr. Edmondson. 
It is actually being paid for by the Nueces Navigation District, a local 
community enterprise formed for the purpose of providing harbor 
and channel facilities in the Corpus Christi area. 

Mr. Wrieut. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Wricut. I was down there last spring with Congressman 
Thompson and others, and the whole community is interested in the 
project because they feel it will be extremely beneficial to the economy 
of the area; but the immediate user would be the aluminum company 
to start with. 

Mr. McGregor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. 

Mr. McGreeor. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Wrieut. If I am right, it is primarily at the present time for 
the use of the aluminum company, but they are a big employer down 
in that region. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Is the situation such that no other company or 
user could make use of this, or do you have any facts on that? 

Mr. Brennan. May I answer that? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. 

Mr. Brennan. No. There is ample room available for future de- 
velopment, and that was the point considered by the Chief of Engi- 
neers in arriving at his recommendation. If there were only oppor- 
tunity for the one user, the aluminum company, to use it, his position 
probably would have been that it should be done entirely at local 
expense, but the fact is that there is ample room along the channel for 
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other development which made him feel the deepening to the 36 feet 
was properly a partial Federal responsibility. 

Mr. Cramer. Will you yield ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yes. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Cramer. What is the procedure, assuming the bill in its present 
form is passed, for repayment? The Appropriations Committee has 
to appropriate that or recommend the appropriation of that amount 
of money ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. In similar cases it has been car- 
ried in the budget estimate for some succeeding year, and appropriated 
or included in the appropriation bill for that year. 

Mr. Cramer. The second question is, I assume this project has been 
completed. Is that correct? 

Mr. Brennan. No,sir. The dredging was underway in December. 

Mr. Cramer. The contracts have been let ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cramer. And the money has been actually posted to make it 

ailable for payment under the contract ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. The money is paid so far as that is concerned. 

Mr. Brennan. That is true. 

Mr. Cramer. Then that means on this project of the total Federal 
cost of $1,489,600, $953,400 was made available by the local interests 
in order to get the project completed at that time. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. This is the question I am concerned with in this type 
of situation. My mind is open on this, but does the committee on 
approving this procedure at the same time approve the advancement 
of these projects beyond what the Appropriations Committee in its 
wisdom has seen fit to approve as a yearly project amount? 

In other words, as I see it, the Appropriations Committee was not 
willing to provide the full amount, so the local authorities went ahead 
and appropriated it themselves, thereby accelerating the project sub- 
stantially over what the Appropriations Committee and the recom- 
mendations of the Bureau of the Budget and the President thought 
should be done concerning this project. 

Mr. Brennan. The project has not been actually authorized yet. 
There is an authorized project there to a 32-foot depth, but this par- 
ticular one would carry it to 36 feet. That was the particular project 
covered by the report of the Corps of Engineers last fall. That re- 
port has not been considered by this committee, or authorized. There- 
fore, the Appropriations Committee was not in a position to appro- 
priate money for the deepening of the project. 

Mr. Cramer. Therefore, we are on even more tenuous ground. They 
went ahead and did a project which was not even authorized. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. How under those circumstances could the Army engi- 
neers participate if it had not been authorized ? 

Mr. Brennan. The Army engineers were involved in the lesser 
project, the one to the 32-foot depth. 

Mr. Cramer. Then they put enough in, that is, the local interests 
did, to make up the difference between 32 and 36 feet ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 
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Mr. Cramer. Now in one step they are asking us to authorize and 
reimburse ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. Normally it is a procedure which 
has not been customary. The reason for it mm this case as at the time 
the proposition came up, Congress had adjourned and there was no 
way of reaching or getting the approval of either the legislative or the 
Appropriations Committees. If the dredging had not been done in 
conjunction with the Corps of Engineers’ contract for the smaller 
project, there would have been, first, an increase in cost since the 
advantage of doing them both together would have been lost. 

Mr. Cramer. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Brennan. And, second and more important, is that the channel 
would not have been ready at the time that the deeper ore-carrying 
vessels would be ready to use it and there would have been a year or 
more delay in taking advantage of the deeper channel. 

Mr. Cramer. So this local contribution relates only to the addi- 
tional 4-foot depth ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. That-is right. 

Mr. Cramer. And not to the original authorized project at all. 

Mr. Brennan. Not this reimbursement. 

Mr. Wricut. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. Wricur. Is it not true that the Corps of Engineers has rec- 
ommended as feasible the additional 4 feet of depth ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrieurt. Going to the 36-foot depth ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. But we have not authorized it. 

Mr. Wricur. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. I do not like to set a precedent. Unless we understand 
this is a unique situation and by approving this we are not setting 
a precedent. For instance, Tampa Harbor in my district at some 
time in the future will have to come in and ask for 41 feet if this is 
continuing the way it is going, with the deeper drafts of ships. The 
are presently underway in deepening it from a 34- to a 36-foot channel, 
and went ahead and contributed the local funds, and the Corps of 
Engineers went ahead and did it, and then they come back and ask 
for authorization and reimbursement at the same time. If they did 
that, that is the type of precedent I presume we do not want to be 
setting here. Do you feel we are setting it here ? 

Mr. Brennan. Not in this case. That is the position that the 
Bureau of the Budget took, namely, that any reimbursement for work 
not authorized, regardless of its merit, would create a precedent or 
be against the general rule of not granting reimbursement. The 
Chief of Engineers took the position that this case was unique because 
of the timing element, and the fact that he had already recommended 
the project and it was before the Bureau of the Budget. If local 
interests had not gone ahead and done this, then undoubtedly it would 
have been authorized as a Federal navigation project. 

Mr. Cramer. But it would have taken its position along with other 
projects, and in competition with them, to be scheduled in its order and 
wait with those others which have been waiting for years. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. Buarnix. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. ScuwEnce-. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Buarnik. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. ScuwEnceL. It seems to me we are getting ourselves in trouble, 
because if we allow this to go through then we will have Tampa and 
I can imagine 

Mr. Cramer. No, you will not have Tampa. I just used that as an 
example. 

Mr. ScuweEnceu. Well, you can have a lot of other places around the 
country. They willsay,“Look. They are going ahead and approving 
it. We will get our money back tae if we do it now.” 

Here you have a project which was not authorized except to a 32-foot 
depth. My question is, What are the facts that make this necessary 
and so urgent that they must move ahead so rapidly ? 

Mr. Brennan. W ell, at the time that the proposition came up, 
which was last fall, there were two points involved. One was the 
matter of the saving in the overall cost, which is perhaps the less 
important. The other was that if the channel had not been dredged 
or if the work had not been started around the first of the year, ‘the 
channel would not have been ready at the same time that the deeper 
ore carriers were ready. So it was entirely a matter of timing in 
accepting the money. The Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of 
the Army recognized that proposition, and if they had felt reimburse- 
ment were not to be considered, they probably w ould not have accepted 
the money. 

In other words, they would not have taken an action which would 
penalize the local interests. 

Mr. Scuwenceu.. But your original approval was for the 32 feet? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuwence.. What makes it so necessary that right now we have 
to do it without having a chance to come back to this committee? 
Why did we have to move forward so rapidly in going to 36 feet’ 

Mr. Brennan. The study for the 36 feet was undertaken well over 
a year ago. It was caused by the development of this deeper draft 
fleet for the movement of ore from South America. The study pro- 
ceeded and arrived at the conclusion that the deeper draft was desir- 
able and economically feasible, and had a very high benefit-cost. ratio, 
but the timing was such that the actual development of the fleet 
occurred before the project could be authorized. So that led to the 
proposition of advancing the funds. Local interests did not stipulate 
any conditions in the advancement of the funds. They recognized 
they were taking a chance of not getting the reimbursement later 
on, but they were willing to go ahead on that basis. 

The Chief of Engineers’ position was that that fact itself should 
not result in a different kind of project than would have been author- 
ized if they had not advanced the funds. 

Mr. ScuwenceL. How many times has that happened before? 

Mr. Brennan. It is relatively unusual. There i been at least 
several instances where reimbursement has been authorized after the 
work was done. I might say in this bill, and in the 1954 omnibus bill, 
there is general language providing for reimbursement on beach ero- 
sion projects for work which is done prior to authorization, so long 
as it is done in accordance with the plans of the Chief of Engineers. 
That is a different proposition, but the principle is similar. 





a en eet. a --e e 





FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 317 


Mr. Buarntx. If there are no further questions, we pass on to the 
next project. 
Mississtpr1 River at Avron, ILt. 


This is a small-boat harbor project on the Mississippi River at 
Alton, Il. In your bill you will find it on page 4, line 11. There is 
a dispute here on the 50 percent share of the cost which is normal in 
this type of project. The Bureau of the Budget recommends a 
higher amount of $107,000. The Chief of Engineers disputes it and 
recommends that an appropriate cost would be a lesser figure of 
$67,000. There is about a $40,000 difference. 

Mr. Brennan, will you give us the specifics on that ? 

Mr. Brennan. This is 1 of 2 projects in the bill which contains 
the same principle, that is, a recreational boat harbor requiring the 
normal 50 percent local contribution. There is no disagreement. be- 
tween the Bureau of the Budget or the Corps of Engineers on the 
philosophy of the 50 percent contribution. However, there is a rela- 
tively minor difference in the definition as to which part of the project 
the 50 percent should be applied. 

The Chief of Engineers has taken the position that since this is a 
project in which both the local and the Federal Government are 
sharing, therefore the 50 percent should be predicated on what he 
considers to be a minimum navigation project. 

The Bureau of the Budget has taken the position that the 50 percent 
should be applied only to the main channel dredging, jetties, if any, 
and a main turning basin, which might be less than the minimum 
navigation project. 

The difference in the interpretation of the basic navigation project 
results, as the chairman pointed out, is a difference of around $40,000, 
the $40,000 additional local cost being in accord with the Bureau of 
the Budget’s recommendation. 

Mr. Biatnix. Mr. Brennan, here is a difference in judgment by the 
experts who are experienced in this field as to what generally con- 
stitutes a general navigation use or the specific uses of a small-boat 
harbor. The Bureau of the Budget has its own interpretation and 
they want to include all of the costs and split it on a 50-percent basis; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Brennan. They want to apply the 50-percent figure to what 
you might call the very basic navigation features. For example, the 
project includes jetties, dredging, a channel and a turning basin, and 
possibly an access road, and one wharf in order to make it have a 
minimum practical value. The Bureau of the Budget would apply 
the 50-percent. Federal cost only to the dredging and channel, and 
the Chief of Engineers applied it to the dredging and channel, and 
also whatever the minimum requirements are that are needed to make 
the project work. He would not apply it to such things as parks, or 
access roads beyond, let us say, one, the minimum needed to get to the 
project. 

Mr. Scupper. Does this have commercial advantages, or is it just a 
small-boat harbor for pleasure craft ? 

Mr. Brennan. This is entirely for recreational craft. You will 
notice preceding this item is another item for the Mississippi River 
at Alton for a commercial harbor. 
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Mr. Scupper. It has been only a short time now that we have been 
approving small-boat harbors; is that not a fact ? 

Mr. Brennan. Actually, the concept of including recreational craft 
in the navigational responsibility of the Federal Government came 
from the Fletcher Act in 1932, but as you point out, it has been rela- 
tively recently that there have been ver y many of these that have 
come up. 

Mr. Scupper. Then the policy of the administration in these matters 
has been that the local interests should put up at least 50 percent. 
This goes beyond and above that, and the Federal Government will 
put up more than 50 percent. 

Mr. Brennan. No. The Federal Government is putting in 50 
percent both under the Bureau of the Budget’s recommendations and 
the Chief of Engineers’ recommendations. As carried in the bill the 
item is in accord with the Chief of Engineers’ recommendation, but 
there is a slight difference in connection with what the basic figure— 
that is, the 50 percent—is applied to. 

Mr. Scupper. There seems to be a difference in local participation. 
Are you figuring in this bill the local cooperation plus the local 
contribution? Is that where the dispute arises ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, sir. The 50 percent includes the entire contribu- 
tion. There is no additional contribution for lands or rights-of-way. 
The thought is on a normal commercial navigation project it has been 
traditional for local interests to provide 1: unds, easements and rights- 
of-way for spoil disposal, and to save and hold the United States free 
from damages. ‘That has been accepted local cooperation for commer- 
cial harbors. 

However, recreational harbors require a local contribution in cash 
and the concept has been that the project should be considered as a 
joint sharing of the Federal and local responsibility for all of the costs 
of the minimum project. 

Mr. Scupper. The subject of lands and rights-of-way and things of 
that sort is the assumption you are speaking of now ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is right. 

Mr. McGreeor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. I just. want to say first that this is a new venture 
we are going into. I believe all areas of the country should be treated 
alike. If this committee wants to establish a policy, I think we should 
do it now whether it is 50 percent, or 40 percent, or 60 percent, or what- 
ever amount we might determine the local interests should put up, it Is 
essentially a local benefit and not comparable with navigation as we 
have applied benefits in our rivers and harbors program. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scupper. I yield to Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. McGrecor. If we follow such a procedure as recommended here, 
are we not going very far afield of the original intent of rivers and har- 
bors legislation, and going into subject of recreation? In my opinion 
we are going far beyond what I thought the rivers and harbors pro- 
posals were to be. We are entering into various things like basin 
floats, anchorages, marine railroads, and a recreation program which 
is in my opinion far afield from what I thought the rivers and harbors 
idea was. This is just more Government operations and where are you 
going to get the money ? 


to 


co 
m: 
In 


th 


of 


re, 
ur- 
on 
ro- 
sin 
ich 
ors 
rou 


FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 319 


Mr. Scupper. I am highly interested in this program, gentlemen; in 
my district there are some 16 or 18 potential small boat harbors which 
we have been hopeful of developing for use as refuge harbors, where 
the fishermen can seek refuge. Many of them have been determined 
to be mainly recreational] harbors. If we would establish a policy as 
to how much the Federal Government would contribute toward that 
type of project, I would like to have it decided, if we could get 50 per- 
cent from the Federal Government, I believe local interest would fur- 
nish the balance. If we have a program of that sort developed, I think 
it would be beneficial to people w ho have to use the seas for pleasure 
or to make their livelihood. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield? I wanted to ask a 
question if this were a harbor for commercial use for fishermen or 
some other type of commercial use, would the local contribution be 
what the Army engineers are recommending or what the Bureau of 
the Budget is recommending? ¢ 

Mr. BRENNAN. The local contribution as recommended by the Army 
engineers and the Bureau of the Budget would be considerably lower, 
and would only be enough to cover the cost of lands, rights-of-way, 
and spoil disposal areas, and items such as that. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Then if this were a commercial proposition the 
local people would not have to put up as much as they are being re- 
quired to put up under both the Bureau of the Budget’s and the Army 
engineers’ recommendations in this project. Is that right? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Mr. Edmondson. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Yet, as matters will develop in this country, the 
recreational use of the waterways is rapidly increasing and is almost 
entirely an American use by our own American vessels, while the 
commerci: although possibly not in this interior 
area—the commerce shel use is very often for the benefit of foreign vessels, 
is it not ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I see no reason why we should not be as liberal with 
our local people in the provision of harbor facilities for them if it is 
on a navigable stream as we are in an area where foreign vessels will 
benefit from the i improvement of the channel. 

Mr. Rocers. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Epmonpson. I will yield to my friend on this side, and then 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. Rogers. I want to ask about the recreation business. Do you 
consider that fishing vessels, for instance, on charter, where a fisher- 
man has a boat and rents it out and takes a party out fishing, is included 
in your recreational use, or is that a commercial use? 

Mr. Brennan. That is recreation. 

Mr. Rocers. Yet, actually that man is making his livmg by that. 
I know in my area we have many men whose entire livelihood comes 
from that type of work, and yet it is considered recreation. 

Mr. Cramer. But it has to be in connection with another existing 
project, as in this instance, to be considered recreational. It cannot 
be recreational of itself. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, it can be, Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. Without being | part of an overall project? 


Mr. Brennan. It just so happens in this case there are two of 
them. 














320 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


Mr. Broker. I think Mr. Edmondson made some very laudable 
comments about spending some money for the local people for recrea- 
tion. There is one thing that must not be overlooked. These foreign 
ships would not be coming in there if it were not for purchases being 
made of the material by plants in the area, to keep them going, and 
if these plants were not going the people 1 in the area Ww ould not have 
the money to buy the musi ba ats. That is all rolled in one. The 
point Mr. Scudder was trying to make was one we have to try to estab- 
lish, which is the question as to whether or not we are going to establish 
some kind of policy for local participation on recreational projects, 
Will we make them a part of the overall picture ? 

Mr. Chairman, I submit to you it is something that should be de- 
cided, as to what we are going to do on all of these future recreational 
projects that come up, as to the local participation in them, because 
as we hear on this committee, there are so many emergency projects 
which are so vitally necessary, for which money is necessary to be ap- 
propriated, that if we are going to shove in recreational projects and 
put money into them, we “will have to stop it in some way. The 
proposition which Mr. Scudder raised is something that should be 
evaluated by the committee before we approve it. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I would like to answer the gentleman, but I yield 
my'time. I am all in favor of foreign commerce, and in favor of en- 
couraging it, but a lot of those ships which the gentleman says are 
coming in and doing us a lot of good, are bringing ore from foreign 
countries which is shutting down the mines in our country and put- 
ting miners out of work. There is a pro and con on that subject, 
and a lot of those ore-bearing ships come in and unload their ore 
without taking anything from the United States to go back. 

Mr. Becker. I am not in disagreement with the gentlemen at all. 
It is my point that the material is being ordered by purchasers for 
products in those areas, and there are benefits that are received. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I recognize that there are benefits, but that there 
are also disadvantages. When we help to develop a place for people 
to go fishing and to sail their pleasure craft, which also contributes to 
the material well-being of the country and brings in tax revenues, 
then we are not putting any Americans out of work. So there is a 
pro and con on the subject. 

While I realize the benefits, I want the gentleman to recognize that 
often we incur disadvantages as well. 

I yield back my time. 

Mr. Buarntx. The gentleman yielded back his time. 

Mr. Becker. Can we have the question answered of how they ar- 
rive at the benefit-cost ratio of 5.7 on this? This is a recreational 
project. How does the benefit-cost ratio figure of 5.7 come about? 
It is one of the highest we have had in the committee. 

Mr. Buatnix. Mr. Brennan, can you answer that? How are the 
benefits determined? ‘They are benefits to whom? In comparison to 
the annual charges? 

Mr; Brennan. The benefits of a recreational harbor are figured on 
an admittedly complicated formula which is, briefly, based upon the 
value of the recreational craft. 

After considerable experimentation on figuring out benefits to rec- 
reation the Corps of Engineers tried a number of different methods. 
One method was to count the number of people that used the harbor 
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and assign a figure per person, such as $1 or $0.50, or something like 
that. Another method was to determine the amount of money spent 
for gasoline and supplies and other facilities needed to enjoy the rec- 
reational use and to count a part of that as a benefit. 

However, both of those methods had disadvantages and they finally 
determined that possibly the best way was to take the value of the 
recreational craft on a depreciated basis and apply a varying percent- 
age to that value. The results of that computation would indicate an 
annual amount which would represent the worth of the recreational 
facilities to the user. 

Mr. Becker. So, Mr. Brennan, there is no benefit-cost ratio as 
such, as it is figured in other projects, based on the benefits to a com- 
munity, or the working people, or an income basis. This is on a 
highly theoretical basis and it is merely a benefit-cost ratio based on 
benefits to pleasure craft users insofar as depreciation on their craft 
is concerned, but not as the usual income-type benefit-cost ratios are 
figured. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. There is no actual money 
which is received, but there is merely a recreational value which is 
measured by the number of craft that use the facility and the value 
of those craft. 

Mr. Dootry. For the benefit of those interested in this recreation 
item let me ask this question. Is it not a fact that for many years the 
Army Corps of Engineers cooperated with small recre eational facili- 
ties by dredging harbors specifically for that purpose? I know in 
Westchester C ounty it happened that way over a long period of time. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. Therefore the matter of combined com- 
mercial and recreational harbors has been a matter of long standing 
as you say. 

Mr. Doorry. And there is no fixed formula for the amount of local 
participation ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. At least in recent years the formula has been fixed 

t 50 percent of the cost of the harbor attributable to the recreational 
use, 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question. Either 
I miss the point completely or some other members of the committee 
do, and I would like to clarify it. At the present time on a com- 
mercial project the Government does not participate in access roads, 
and so forth, do they, Mr. Brennan ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. So what we are doing in this proposal, as far as recrea- 
tion is concerned, is that we are going a step farther than we have 
been willing to go as far as commercial projects are concerned, be- 
cause now the question at issue here is should the Government partici- 
pate in the necessary minimum project requirements ; but in defining 
minimum project requirements for recreational use you include such 
things as one access road. 

So, what you are doing is just the opposite of the answer you gave 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma. You are broadening the participa- 
tion of the Federal Government in recreational activities as compared 
tocommercial activities. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Brennan. On that point 

Mr. Cramer. And there is the issue. The issue is, Shall you say it 
should be broadened ? 
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Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield? in 
Mr. Cramer. Let him answer the question first. the 
Mr. Brennan. The reason I answered the question before as I did the 
is that the net effect of these two steps is broadening the Federal actiy- Ng 
ity by participating in the one access road. On the other hand you 
are minimizing it by requiring local interests to pay one-half of the b 
cost of dredging which, in the commercial operation, is 100 percent of 
Federal. 
So the net effect of those two things can be considered an overall 
increase of local participation. rm 
Mr. Cramer. But that is just like the argument on trial by jury ) 
on civil rights. You are lifting yourselves by your own bootstraps. eh 
Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman yield ? ate 
Mr. Cramer. Just a moment, and let me develop this a little fur- a: 
ther. the 
Mr. Epmonpson. If we are getting on civil rights, I have been listen- ] 
ing to that for a week now. 
Mr, Cramer. I am just developing this project. “ 
Mr. EpMonpson. You are not going on civil rights ? 1 
Mr. Cramer. Let me make this point and then I will yield. The Re 
point I want to make is this. You first determine it is a recreational le 
project and the policy is on recreational projects that the local interests i 
should pay 50 percent of the dredging. But then you say because it . 
is a recreational project we will throw in some of the access roads, and ” 
so forth. I 
Mr. Brennan. On that point, it is not 50 percent of the dredging. it } 
The Corps of Engineers’ policy has been that local interests should pay lot 
50 percent of the minimum project cost. Not just the dredging but a 
50 percent of the minimum project cost, which would be, in the Corps aan 
of Engineers’ interpretation, the dredging and jetties, et cetera. a 
Mr. Cramer. In other words, you change the minimum definition of a 
the projects as compared to what you use in a commercial project. 7 T 
Mr. Brennan. Yes. 
Mr. Cramer. That is the point. Now I will be glad to yield to the ‘aan 
° . ‘ os sory 
gentleman from Oklahoma, knowing that he will not discuss civil 50 
rights. ' ; om 
Mr. Fatton. Will the gentleman yield for one question ? eel 
Mr. Cramer. Yes. 7 
Mr. Faxon. This is an already established pleasure basin. Is that \ 
right ? \ 
Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. f ] 
Mr. Fatton. They already have an access road ? 50 
Mr. Brennan. I believe not. I would like to ask the engineers b I 
on that. -~ 
Mr. Dootxy. Local cooperation provides the local access road. even 
Mr. Epmonpson. What is the meaning of this statement ? one 
Local interests are required to furnish lands, easements and rights-of-way, | M 
hold and save the United States free from damages, maintain and operate; | ( 
provide suitable spoil-disposal areas; provide and maintain surfacing of parking | 
and service areas, an access road, utilities, an administration building * * *. | M 
Does that mean local interests are required to provide one-half of | oH 


all those things, or all of them ¢ 
Mr. Brennan. To provide all of them; but the answer to that is 
this: The cost is figured on the 50-percent basis and instead of hav- 
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ing them actually pay 50 percent, they pay the entire amount of 
these facilities such as access roads, rights-of-way, and so forth, and 
then that total cost is subtracted from the 50 percent and the balance 
is cash. It is just a mechanical way of working the thing out. 

Mr. Epmonpson. That is what confused me. It is the language 
in this which looks as if the local people are supposed to provide all 
of this. 

Mr. Cramer. I gathered the gentleman was confused. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I was confused. The gentleman is correct about 
my misunderstanding it. 

Mr. Brennan. It comes out to their contributing in cash 19 per- 
cent, which means that after the 50 percent is computed the other 
elements that they provide entirely at their expenses are substracted, 
and the balance between that and 50 percent is the 19 percent which 
they pay in cash. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Instead of paying 50 percent as defined for com- 
mercial purposes they would pay less than 50 percent. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes; insofar as cash in concerned. 

Mr. Scupper. I am personally interested in the small-boat harbors 
and have been for many years. In fact in 1929 I had a bill in the 
legislature to develop small-boat harbors with State money. If we 
can come to a definite decision as to how we are going to assess these 
projects from the Federal level so that we could apply the same per- 
centage to all of these projects we can get action. 

I cannot see where we will get a benefit of 5.7 to 1 or anything like 
it because it is like playing golf to some other sport. It costs you a 
lot of money but that is charged off to recreation. A boatowner has 
to charge off a lot for his personal enjoyment. I believe these har- 
bors are necessary, and particularly for the safety of people who use 
small boats. They ply up and down our coastlines and should have 
a safe harbor to get into in an emergency. 

[ believe a series of harbors along our coastline is of a great ad- 
vantage to the safety of our people. I hope we can come up with 
some kind of a uniform policy where we will say, “All right, put up 
50 percent and we will go along with you.” It can be almost that 
simple. And we will save many of the arguments that might de- 
velop. 

Mr. Dootry. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Doorry. I have some experience in that regard. The Corps 
of Engineers agreed to develop the recreational harbor at a cost of 
50 percent to the local community and 50 percent to the Government, 
but they prescribed certain conditions under which that would be 
made possible. For example, half of the moorings would have to be 
made available to the people in that area, but not immediately in that 
area, which is something to consider. 

Mr. Bratnik. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Buatnik. We still have about 2 minutes before the bells ring. 
Without objection we can take up the Port Washington Harbor, Wis., 
which is a simple project. Can we consider it for 2 minutes? 
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Port WasuHincton Harsor, Wis. 


Port se thee Harbor is on page 5, line 17, of the bill. It isin 
the State of Wisconsin. The project is to improve the harbor and 
channel there primarily for the benefit of a utility company. The 
Bureau of the Budget objects. Mr. Brennan, could you give us a 
quick summary of that project? It has been before the committee 
for some time. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. This is a project for commercial naviga- 
tion principally, and of that commercial navigation the greater part 
of the cargo is coal to a public utility. Because of the fact that the 
operation of the public utility would be the production of electricity 
which would be spread through the tributary area the Chief of En- 
gineers felt it was a normal commercial project and should be treated 
as a Federal navigation project, except for a very small amount of 
recreation etakeed. So he recommends the commercial part be paid 
for by the Federal Government. 

The Bureau of the Budget, because of the fact that the coal goes to 
one utility, considers the project to come under the one-user concept 
and states that half of the cost attributable to the commercial navi- 
gation should be borne by the utility. 

The difference between the 2 recommendations arises from the 
interpretation of the l-user concept. The way the item is carried 
in the bill is in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers. If the Bureau of the Budget’s recommendations were 
followed the local cost would be $1,171,000, and the amount in the 
bill would be reduced by that amount. 

Mr. Buatrnix. May | ask this question, Mr. Brennan ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Biatntrx. Was the local utility company contacted and have 
they agreed or disagreed to a further increase in their share of the 
cost; or the local interests involved ? 

Mr. Brennan. Since the Chief of Engineers did not recommend 
that, he did not contact the local company. To my knowledge they 
have not been contacted since the Bureau of the Budget raised its 
objections, unless the Corps of Engineers knows of some contact. 
Apparently there have been none. 

Mr. Buarnig. Is there any further question on this project? 

Mr. Becker. This is a project which was disapproved by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget? 

Mr. Brennan. That is right. Or, the Bureau of the Budget felt 
there should be another $1,171,000 of local cost. It was not disap- 
proved entirely but they did not agree with the Federal and local 
cost sharing. 

Mr. Brecker. Do the Army engineers agree with the figure ? 

Mr. Brennan. The Army engineers agree with the figure in the 
bill, $2,932,000. The Bureau of the Budget felt the figure should 
be $1,761,000, a difference of $1,171,000. 

Mr. Scupper. Then they have no regular formula in conformity 
with the policy of the administration. The Army engineers have 
one formula and the Bureau of the Budget has another. We have 
no formula. I think the whole program should be gone into very 
thoroughly, and I hope we do not put a lot of projects in this bill 
which will cause another veto of the measure. 
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We would establish a policy and know where we are going in this 
program, and not go ahead on a hit or miss basis. We would be 
in a better position if we delayed some of these prejects rather than 
try to force them into the bill. 

Mr. McF atu. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. BuarniK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McFaut. The whole point here is whether or not a public util- 
ity is a private interest within the one-user concept; is that right? 

Mr. Brennan. Exactly, Mr. McFall. 

Mr. McFaut. What kind of a public utility is this Wisconsin Elec- 
tric Power Co.? 

Mr. Brennan. Well, it is regulated by the State Public Utility 
Commission. 

Mr. McFatu. Like every other utility ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. It isa private utility. 

Mr. McFatx. Is there any essential difference between the Wiscon- 
sin Electric Power Co. and the Reynolds Aluminum Co. in Texas? 

Mr. Brennan. That is exactly the point, Mr. McFall. In the 
recommendation made in the report it was considered there was a 
difference, namely, that the benefits from the Reynolds Metals Co. 
project would accrue to the general public to a lesser extent than 
would the benefits from the electric company in Wisconsin. If it 
is considered that there is no distinction in those two, then they both 
become one-users. If you consider there is a distinction, then one 
is not a one-user. 

Mr. McF atu. But that is the whole point involved ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is the whole point involved in the philosophy. 

Mr. Sravurrer. I do not see how you can draw that distinction. 

Mr. Buiarnix. The meeting is adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:10 a. m., the committee recessed until 10 a. m. 
the following day.) 
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RIVER AND HARBOR—FLOOD CONTROL ACT 
OF 1957 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 1957 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D. @. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 1304, New 
House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik (chairman of the sub- 
committee on Rivers and Harbors) presiding. 

Mr. Buatrnrx. The House Committee on Public Works will con- 
tinue in session for further consideration of rivers and harbors 
— under title I of S. 497. We will continue our unfinished 

usiness, which is the list of 10 or 11 projects on which there is some 
dispute or question, primarily question, raised by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Please look at the agenda for Tuesday, June 18, which we had 
under consideration yesterday. We went down to Port Washington 
Harbor, Wis., by Mr. Van Pelt. In 8. 497 it appears on page 5, lines 
17 to 19. 

Port Washington Harbor is the project where the Bureau of the 
Budget suggests a considerably higher local contribution in view of 
the fact that 75 percent of the project use will be for 1 company, 
a utility company, which hauls coal in for its plant. 

We had an explanation of it yesterday. Mr. Brennan, just refresh 
our recollection on the key issue of that project. What is the amount 
of money that the Bureau of the Budget recommends compared to 
the amount of money you have in the present bill, S. 497? 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH R. BRENNAN, ENGINEER-CONSULTANT, 
COMMITTEE STAFF—Resumed 


Mr. Brennan. The amount in the bill, Mr. Chairman, is $2,932,000. 
The amount recommended by the Bureau of the Budget is $1,761,000. 
The difference of $1,171,000 would be the amount borne by local in- 
terests in accordance with the recommendations of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Mr. Brecker. There was no local cost in here at all? 

Mr. Brennan. Except for about 6 percent because of certain rec- 
reational benefits. 

Mr. Becker. I mean in the total cost recommended of $2,932,000, 
there was no local cost involved in that figure? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

527 











328 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


Mr. Brcxer. The figure recommended by the Budget is $1,760,700? 
Mr. Brennan. That is right. 
Mr. Buatntx. Are there any further questions? 


Ironpequoit Bay, N. Y. 


Mr. Biatnix. The next project is Irondequoit Bay, N. Y., by Mr. 
Keating, page 6, lines 4 to 6. 

The Bureau of the Budget recommends a higher local contribu- 
tion. 

Mr. Brennan, will you give us the specifics on that, please? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. That is a project for a small-boat harbor 
at Irondequoit Bay, near Rochester. The issue involved is the same 
one that was discussed yesterday on the Mississippi River at Alton. 
It involves the principle of what basic project cost should the 50 per- 
cent local contribution be applied to. The Chief of Engineers rec- 
ommended that the 50 percent be applied to the minimum naviga- 
tional project, which consisted of jetties, channel, turning basin, and 
certain bridgework, plus the minimum access road and wharf re- 
quired, 

The Budget felt that the 50 percent should be applied only to the 
channel, bridgework, jetties, and turning basin. The difference in 
the two recommendations amounts to about $100,000. That is, 
$100,000 more local cost in accordance with the Budget recommenda- 
toms. 

Mr. Buarnrk. You say $100,000 more. What is the local cost called 
1 .r now in the bill? 

Mr. Brennan. The local cost in the bill is $1,910,600. 

Mr. BuiarntiK. Is that local cost or the cost to the Federal Gov- 
emment ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is local cost. It is about the same. The Fed- 
eral cost is $1,938,000 in the bill, the local cost is $1,910,600. In other 
words, the total project cost is $3,848,400. It is split about 50-50. 

Mr. Becker. I do not understand. In the Port Washington Har- 
bor item you have an estimated Federal cost of $2,932,000. In this 
one you have an estimated cost of $1,938,000. I do not understand 
when you say it is going to cost the local interests $1,865,000. 

Mr. Brennan. The use of the word “Federal” in the language for 
Port Washington Harbor in the bill is apparently inadvertent be- 
cause normally all these projects refer to the cost as an estimated 
cost without specifying Federal, but it is understood that they are 
Federal. By accident apparently, on Port Washington, the word 
“Federal” slipped in there. 

Mr. Becxer. What I do not understand is this: You had the esti- 
mated cost under Port Washington of $2,932,000. That was the total 
cost ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. Over here you say an estimated cost in the bill of 
$1,938,000. That is not the estimated cost because you said just now, 
if I understood you correctly, that the local cost would be about 
one-million-some-odd-hundred-thousand-dollars, making a total of 
over $3 million. 
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Mr. Brennan. That is correct. In the case of Irondequoit Bay 
the cost is Federal cost and does not include local costs, and all costs 
in the bill are only Federal costs. 

In Port Washington the Chief of Engineers did not feel the local 

ple should pay 50 percent of the cost. So, therefore, the cost of 
about $2,900,000 is the total Federal cost. On Irondequoit Bay he 
felt, the local people should pay 50 percent. The total project cost 
is about $3,800,000 and thereto ore the Federal cost is about $1,900,000. 

Mr. Becker. That i is confusing to me how the cost is estimated one 
way in one item and in another item it is worded the same way but 
does not mean the same thing. 

Mr. Brennan. It does if you read in the word “Federal” in the 
language in the bill for Irondequoit Bay ; assume the word “Federal” 
is in front of the estimated cost. 

Mr. Dootey. When you figure the local costs, it is really mostly for 
land, improvements, parking spaces, roads, et cetera, and not for the 
harbor itself; is that right ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is the additional local cost over and above the 
project costs that local people would have to assume. 

Mr. Dootry. Is that figured in your total for the project ? 

Mr. Brennan. Not except to a minimum extent. There is a public 
wharf here, an access road, and that is figured as part of the minimum 
navigation project. 

Mr. Dootey. The parking area for the cars of the people who use 
the boats is not figured ? 

Mr. Brennan. No, that is extra. 

Mr. Dootey. Thank you. That is the bigyest part of a project I 
had in mind. 

Mr. Brennan. That is all local. 

Mr. Scupper. Does this report include a recommendation for Fed- 
eral participation in acquiring access roads for the project? I would 
like to have that definitely explained. 

Mr. Brennan. In the case of Irondequoit Bay, sir, the minimum 
navigational project consists of the channel, turning basin, jetties, 
bridge alterations, and then the minimum facilities needed to make 
the project usable, which is one road, the exact location has not been 
fixed—it will depend on the planning of the project—and the public 
wharf. That is a small part, just enough to enable traffic to get to the 
boat basin. Anything else put in, additional roads or parking areas 
or facilities of that kind, would be entirely outside the project and 
would be a local cost. 

Mr. Scupper. It seems to me that a community asking for a proj- 
ect, the very least they could do would be to provide for access. 
There would not be much justification for an improvement unless it 
were used. It is hard for me to see that the Federal Government 
has any responsibility in the acquiring of access to a harbor to be used 
by small craft. I do not think it is a proper Federal charge. 

This is a new type of program we are entering into. I believe 
we should have some very definite policy set up. I personally feel 
that access should be a consideration in type of project. 

Mr. McFatu. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Was the gentleman here yesterday when Mr. Brennan explained the 
way these projects are worked out as far as local cooperation is con- 
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cerned as to the percentage of the cost? Perhaps if Mr. Brennan 
would repeat his explanation it might clarify it. 

Mr. Scupprer. I was present until we adjourned yesterday. I was 
trying to develop a formula, because I did not feel a formula had 
been presented. If I missed the point, I would appreciate hearing 
about it. 

Mr. McF atx. Some time yesterday Mr. Brennan told us about it, 
I do not know whether the gentleman was here. 

Mr. Scupprr. It might have been discussed before I arrived. 

Mr. Brennan. Starting off with the basic policy that in a recrea- 
tional harbor development there is a joint Federal and local cost 
sharing amounting to 50 percent, for the sake of simplicity we will 
assume there is no commercial traflic, that it is entirely recreational 
boats. 

The entire cost of this minimum navigation project is divided 
50-50. Then when it comes to actual construction or work to be 
undertaken, the costs of lands, rights-of-way, access roads, wharf, 
and facilities of that kind, which are normally considered local, are 
added up and subtracted from the computed 50 percent. The dif- 
ference between that total and the 50 percent is the amount contributed 
in cash. So that local interests are contributing actually 50 percent 
of the project cost but are doing it by supplying lands, rights-of- 
way, access roads, wharf and other facilities and paying whatever is 
left over in cash to make up the 50 percent. 

They are contributing everything they would in a commercial navi- 
gation project plus some addition: il cash contribution to make up the 
overall 50 percent. So the Government is not actually paying for the 
access roads or wharf or that kind of facility. It is merely a part of 
the mathematical computation which goes into the distribution of the 
50-50 split. 

Mr. Batpwin. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupprer. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. Was that 50 percent rule established by a budget 
directive or how ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. It was confirmed by the budget rulings, but it was 
established originally by the Corps of Engineers, I believe around 
1950. After the corps got into the business of recreational harbors, 
authorized by the 1932 Fletcher Act, a number of projects were 
studied as directed by committee resolutions providing for recrea- 
tional benefit, either entirely or as part of an overall development. 

It became necessary then to determine how the cost of these recrea- 
tional harbors should be allocated since it was assumed it would not 
be appropriate to have the Federal Government pay for the whole 
project as in a commercial harbor; it was felt that local interests 
should bear some part of the costs. 

In the determination the figure of 50 percent was used by the 
Corps of Engineers and has been accepted by the budget and by the 
Congress in previous rivers and harbors acts. 

Mr. Grorce. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biatnix. Mr. George. 

Mr. Grorce. In justification for most of these projects, what per- 
cent of it is for recreational purposes ? 

Mr. Brennan. In this particular project it is 100 percent recrea- 
tional. 
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Mr. Grorcr. What percent does the Army engineers allow back 
in arid lands for flood control dams for recreational purposes on 
justification ? 

Mr. Brennan. There is no clear-cut policy on that, sir. If there 
is recreation involved in a structure for flood control, a reservoir 
perhaps serving multiple-purpose uses, an allocation can be made 
to local interests for that recreation, or in some cases where it is only 
an incidental part of the operation of the structure for other pur- 
poses, no allocation is made. 

Mr. Grorce. It would be an incidental thing in practically every 
area in the Midwest, but I want to know what the percentage is we 
are allowed to justify projects back there where maybe there are 
furnishing recreation for a half million people. 

Mr. Brennan. The full value of the recreation can be taken as a 
benefit. 

Mr. Gerorceg. Is it? 

Mr. Brennan. In many cases no, because it is a relatively new 
development. Although there are some cases where recreational 
benefits have been computed and added to the total benefits in justi- 
fying the project, in most cases, they have not computed them and 
included them as part of the justification. 

Mr. Grorce. There are many areas in the Midwest where a large 
reservoir or lake is not available. Our people would use it in a tre- 
mendous way. They have every place it has been established. 

But what I am concerned about is this: Where we do not have water 
and where it does create recreation, the Army Engineers are not giving 
consideration to recreation to get the cost-benefit ratio up where those 
are justified, where we are going out where there is ample water and 
building projects on the ocean where they have ample facilities for 
recreation except for boat moorings and harbors, and justifying it 
almost from a hundred percent standpoint. Actually it is not needed 
from a water standpoint at all. 

Mr. Brennan. If the recreational benefit in a flood-control reservoir 
is quite material, large, and significant, and if it is needed for a justifi- 
cation of the project—in other words, if the project cannot be justified 
on a flood-control or power basis alone—then it is normal to compute 
that recreational benefit and permit it to enter the benefit-cost ratio. 

However, if that is done, it is only equitable to require a local con- 
tribution in some proportion to the recreational benefit. That is done 
in this bill on the Kaskaskia River where recreational benefits are 
needed to justify the project and where local interests are charged 
a portion of the cost of the project attributable to the recreational 
benefit. 

Mr. Grorce. If they will add 50 percent to the cost of the project 
for lakes in the Midwest for recreation, we will justify a whole lot 
more than we have been able to in past years. 

Mr. BrenNAN. Sir, we are in a transition stage on this evaluation 
of recreational benefits. In some cases they have been used and in 
some cases they have not been. 

One of the reasons, perhaps, that they have not been used more 
often is that local interests have felt they were not in a position to 
pay for the recreational part. If the benefit is evaluated, the normal 
next step is to charge local people for some part of that benefit. 
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Mr. Scupper. I believe recreation benefits should be used in justi- 
fying projects along our coastal areas, No. 1, and possibly along some 
of our inland rivers. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we have embarked on an entirely new pro- 
gram. I think it is most necessary for us to establish some sort of 
policy. I have always taken my responsibility in Congress as that of 
a. director on a corporate entity. We should be consulted on these 
programs and know what is being developed in accordance with the 
law that we are responsible for having recommended and passed. 

I am very much interested in this program. I realize that there 
are thousands of potential harbors up and down the coast and along 
the rivers and lakes. I believe in order to give a proper spread 
throughout the entire country we should keep Federal participation 
down to a reasonable minimum, so we can encourage these types of 
projects to be developed. If we get our percentage of Federal par- 
ticipation too high, we all know we are going to be limited in the 
amount of money we can expend on these projects, particularly when 
you have an economy move on and we limit the amount of work to 
be done. 

Therefore, we have less and less of these projects being done. I 
would rather see us start in with a rather minimum participation 
to encourage more of these projects to be developed. I personally 
think it is very serious. I am just as interested in these programs as 
anybody and want to see as many developed as possible. We all 
know the limitations of appropriations. I do not think it is fair to 
go way out and put a large contribution into one project and leave 
a thousand others going w ithout any assistance. 

Personally, I believe that if we followed a policy or had discussions 
with the engineers in an endeavor to set a policy that the Federal 
Government would pay one-half of the development of the harbor 
and let the local community take care of access roads and parking 
areas, et cetera, we would be able to get further with our program. 

I again say, Mr. Chairman, I hope we can develop a reasonable 
program to get as many of these projects started as possible. 

Mr. Avcutncioss. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Avucuincvioss. In this particular project Federal participation 
50 percent anyway; is it not # 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aucutncioss. Furthermore, the local contribution is a public 
wharf, harbor, regulatory body, alter roads and other utilities where 
required, construct and maintain a highway bridge with a 40-foot 
vertical and 100-foot horizontal clearance over channel. That is done 
by local people. 

It seems to me this bill has the criteria you speak of. 

Mr. Scupper. I think that should be a local responsibility to take 
care of the easements, rights-of-way, et cetera. That is largely local, 
and they are donated in many instances. The dredgings add to the 
enhancement of land. 

Mr. EpMonpson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scupprer. Yes. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Even when donated, it represents local people 
giving something for the project, which I think would be a local 
pe artic ipation. 


a 


bu 


an 
Bi 


FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 333 


Mr. Dootey. Is there not a time lag now of several years on the 
Army Corps of Engineers maintaining these harbors? I know of 
several instances where they are 3 and 4 years behind in just main- 
taining the channels and water rights-of-way. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. The maintenance problem is 
one of the most serious ones the Corps of Engineers is facing now. 
They are behind in their maintenance. 

Mr. Biarnrg. Are there any further questions on this? 


Aspury Park to Manasquan, N. J. 


Mr. Buatnrk. We will pass on to the beach erosion project, As- 
bury Park to Manasquan, N. J., by Mr. Auchincloss, page 7, line 3. 

Will you give us a summary description of it ? 

Mr. Brennan. The hearings last year, sir, covered the whole north 
coast of New Jersey, which was the subject of a report submitted 
and completed by the Corps of Engineers and cleared through the 
Budget and complying with all normal requirements. 

At that time, however, there was a bill awaiting action which 
would change the basic rules under which the local contribution 
would be figured. In discussing this particular project the com- 
mittee selected this one unit from Asbury Park to Manasquan, N. J., 
on page 7, to authorize and to include in the bill because regardless 
of whether this unit is studied under the old rules or under the rules 
which were contained in the pending beach erosion bill, there would 
have been relatively little difference. Most of the land in this area, 
the shoreline, is publicly owned. 

The change which the new beach erosion bill would have made 
would have applied primarily to privately owned and publicly used 
lands. 

Therefore, since the new beach erosion bill would not have had a 
material effect on this one item, the one item was selected out of the 
whole north New Jersey report and included in the bill. 

Subsequent to last summer, the engineers have gone back in and 
made a new study of the same area but based upon the beach erosion 
bill of last year as introduced by Mr. Auchincloss. They have come 
up now with a different recommendation for the extent of: local co- 
operation, based on the new beach erosion bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is not in the area described on the map to 
us the other day, is it? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. It is in the area generally described by Gen- 
eral Holle. 

Mr. McGrecor. This isa separate unit ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes. The whole program would extend north to 
Sandy Hook and south to Barnegat Inlet. 

Mr. Avucutncioss. The State indicated they are willing to go 
ahead with their share of the project, which is two-thirds of the cost, 
and maintenance? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Avucutincioss. This is the one segment in that overall picture 
which is a hundred percent. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I raise this question in light of the inquiry 
of the gentleman from New Jersey. 
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Under basic law we cannot contribute for over one-third of the 
cost in beach erosion. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, but the Government can go in for 
much less than one-third. In this particular case the entire project 
cost $28 million and the Federal share is a little under $7 million, 
which is approximately one-fourth. 

Mr. Scuwencet. How much area is involved in acreage or square 
miles in this expenditure ? 

Mr. Sravurrer. It is about 45 miles. 

Mr. Brennan. The engineers inform me the entire shoreline is 35 
miles and the unit now in the bill is 9 miles. 

Mr. Becker. $1,677,000 in the bill, is that right ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Becker. That is Federal cost? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becker. What is the State cost ? 

Mr. Brennan. $3,563,000. 

Mr. Becker. That is about two-thirds and one-third. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir, because that land is mostly 
publicly owned now. The other sections, some of which are privately 
owned but publicly used, are eligible under the new beach erosion 
rules which permit varying degrees of Federal contribution up to 
one-third. 

Mr. Buiarnix. Are there any further questions ? 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


Auerers Lock, Lovuistana 


Mr. Buatnik. The next project is the Algiers lock, Louisiana, by 
Mr. Hébert. It is on page 8, lines 12 to 18. Mr. Brennan will give 
a description of that. 

Mr. Brennan. That particular matter, sir, was considered at great 
length last year by the committee in its deliberations on this bill. It 
involves the maintenance and operation of a bridge, a railroad bridge, 
across the Algiers lock over the Intracoastal Waterway near New 
Orleans. At the time the project was authorized local interests, which 
consist of the local parish, had agreed to maintain and operate the 
bridge. However, a ruling of the State attorney general was handed 
down that under State law they could not assume such responsibility. 
So the bridge was left in an uncertain suspended state. 

Mr. Briarntk. A state of suspended animation. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. The railroad felt it had no obli- 
gation to maintain and operate the bridge since formerly it was dry 
land. The Government could not do it under the terms of the au- 
thorization. The Plaquemines Parish could not do it because it was 
against State law. The item was included in the bill to permit a 
2-year period during which the State law could be changed. After 
much deliberation, this committee went along with that 2-year period. 

The only problem that comes up now is that the 2-year period 
started last September and will run until approximately December 
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1958 to make sure that the State can accomplish its change in the 
constitution. 

Therefore, the bill is out of date now and it has been proposed 
that the period of 2 years referred to in the bill be changed to read 
“from September 1, 1956, to December 31, 1958,” which is approxi- 
mately the same 2 years intended originally. 

Mr. Broker. This is the project we discussed quite at length last 
year over the question of this bridge and the State changing its law 
rather than our getting into the proposition just because the State 
has not changed the law to apply to this particular bridge. I think 
we are faced with the same identical problem today as last year. 
I see very little change. 

Mr. Brennan. The problem is exactly the same. 

Mr. Becker. They are in the same trouble now as then. As far 
as I am concerned, just refreshing my memory as you have, I would 
think rather than recommend it this way for 2 years—is the 2 years 
now going to permit the State to change its law? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; it has been determined that a change in 
the State constitution will take about 2 years. They already have 
the machinery in motion but because of the way the State govern- 
ment is set up, it will take about 2 years to change the constitution. 

Mr. Brecker. The only question I have is this. Do we jeopardize 
this bill by putting this in and depend upon the State changing its 
laws ? 

Mr. Buarntk. What is the recommendation of the Bureau of the 
Budget ? 

Mr. Brennan. The Bureau of the Budget is favorable to this. 

Mr. Becker. It is favorable with this provision in here? 

Mr. Brennan. With the provision in last year, which was the 2 
years. This is the same provision except it recognizes the fact that 
there has been a lapse of about a year since this was considered, so 
we have to reword the language in the bill. 

Mr. Becker. If we include this in now by giving it 2 years, we 
will conform with the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Becxer. And there can be no move on this project unless the 
State changes its law? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. In other words, it gets this 
2-year period of grace. If the State does not change its law by then, 
the Government is not committed to any further operation and 
maintenance, 

Mr. McGrecor. Has the Legislature of Louisiana introduced any 
legislation which would change it and put it under their control? 

Mr. Brennan. They have taken initial steps. May I ask the en- 
gineers to answer that point? 

Mr. Jones. (Earle Jones, Survey Branch, Corps of Engineers). 
There have been negotiations between the engineers and the State and 
local people with regard to getting the necessary legislation intro- 
duced. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Biatntk. The Corps of Engineers and the State officials of 
Louisiana and the local people are negotiating now ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 
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Mr. Buarnix. For the final disposition. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Is this Algiers Canal location adjacent to the 
Algiers Naval Base, the big naval base at New Orleans? 

Mr. Brennan. It is on the west side of the Mississippi. I am not 
familiar with the Algiers Naval Base. 

Mr. Epmonpson. It is across the river, too. I wondered if this 
railroad was serving that naval base there or if anyone knows about 
it. 

Mr. Jones. The Algiers lock is about 7 miles below the heart of 
New Orleans. I am not familiar with the Algiers Naval Base. 

Mr. Epmonpson. That is in the area of the big naval base called 
Algiers. 

Mr. Jones. That section of the metropolitan area in the point 
across the river from New Orleans is called Algiers, and I am pretty 
sure the base is a little south of that. 

Mr. Becker. I see no reason why we cannot let this go. It is a 
question of changing the 2-year period. 


Water-Hyactntu Procram 


Mr. Buarnrx. We will next proceed to the water-hyacinth project 
by Mr. Willis and Mr. Thompson. We held hearings on this last 
year. It ison page 8, line 19, section 104. 

The bill here yh for a 25 percent local contribution. The Bureau 
of the Budget requests a 50 percent contribution. 

Mr. Brennan, could you give us further details, please. 

Mr. Brennan. That project was heard by this committee last year 
and was included in the bill by this committee. It consists of a 5-year 
orogram for the destruction and removal of certain obnoxious aquat- 
ic plants that clog the navigable waters and the intracoastal water- 
way through the Southern States. 

To date there |ias been some work done with maintenance funds by 
the Corps of Engineers under the provision for navigation mainte- 
nance, but it has been insufficient to make any great inroads on this 
water-hyacinth growth. 

It is felt that a program going on for 5 years would permit not 
only a substantial destruction of this growth but would enable the 
Corps of Engineers, working with the other agencies, to develop some 
permanent means of controlling the water-hyacinth growth. 

The only point at issue here is the fact that in determining the 
local cooperation the Chief of Engineers arrived at a 75-25 distribu- 
tion, 75 for the Federal Government and 25 for local interests. The 
Bureau of the Budget agrees with the program but feels that an appro- 
priate distribution should be 50-50, whereby local interests bear 50 
percent of the costs instead of 25 percent. 

Mr. Davis. I have some recollection of that. However, I do not 
speak with authority. 

They say they imported this hyacinth some years ago because it 
was pretty and they planted a few of them and it has just taken 
the works. Now the hyacinth brought over here for this added beauty 
interferes with the movement of boats into the harbors and also is 
presenting a health menace. 

The question before us, of course, is this: The Budget Bureau 
agrees the program is a worthy one and should be undertaken over 
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a 5-year period, but the Corps of Engineers, having no precedent 
that the local contribution should be 25. percent, the Bureau of the 
Budget recommended 50 percent. I imagine it is up to the judgment 
of this committee as to whether we would agree on 25 or 50. 

Mr. McGrecor. How did you arrive at your figure of 25 percent? 

Mr. Brennan. That was arrived at in this way: As Mr. Davis 
pointed out, there was no precedent for determining local coopera- 
tion. So the Corps of Engineers in making their study of the 
economics computed the various benefits—the benefit to navigation, 
benefit to fish and wildlife, benefit to recreation, and other things. 
Then they made a study of the traditional local cooperation on each of 
these units. On recreation, for example, I believe they took 50-50. 
On navigation it was 100 percent Federal. Then they applied those 
percentages to the amount of each benefit, in effect weighting the 
percentages. After completing that computation, the overall 
weighted average came out to be 25 percent. 

Mr. McGrecor. Do I understand you to say that this is an entirely 
new program that we are starting on? 

Mr. Brennan. It is a new program in this area, insofar as being 
an authorized activity of the Corps of Engineers, sir. They have 
been performing some of the work to a minor degree with mainte- 
nance money, but this is a new program in the sense that it would 
be a 5-year period fully authorized. 

Mr. Scuwence. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. McGrecor. Yes. 

Mr. Scowencex. You say 25 percent is recommended and the Bureau 
of the Budget recommends 50 percent ? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuwence.. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to investigate 
the Bureau of the Budget and find out just what hold this program 
has on them. This is certainly history when they are recommend- 
ing more than the engineers; is it not? 

Mr. Brennan. The Budget recommends more local cost. 

Mr. ScHwenceL. I am sorry; I thought you meant more Federal. 

Mr. Aucurnctioss. I think this is a worthwhile project. There are 
some questions I want to ask on it. 

Why is this confined to eight States? As I understand it, the Po- 
tomac River is cursed with some aquatic growth that is a nuisance to 
navigation. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. There are studies underway now on 
the Potomac River and on Chespeake Bay. That is a different kind of 
growth. It is the waterchestnut. The effect is the same but the prob- 
lem is not the same as in the Southern States. It could well be that 
the program might be extended, but the studies on the Potomac. and 
Chesapeake Bay area have not progressed far enough to arrive at’a 
recommendation for a program, with the exception, by the way, of 
an existing project for elimination of the waterchestnut on the Po- 
tomac River authorized a number of years ago. 

Mr. Avucnincioss. Mr. Chairman, I think that it might be of in- 
terest to us if we had the engineers survey the whole United States 
and see whether there were districts that should come under this 
study. I am inclined to think that there are. 

The other question is the question of the distribution. 25-75 seems 
to me all out of proportion, especially when a beach-erosion-project 
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study is made jointly by the State and Federal Government and it is 
a 50-50 distribution. The State has to put up 50 percent and the 
Federal Government 50 percent; is that correct ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. AucHrncioss. It seems to me that formula should apply to 
a matter of this kind. 

Mr. Biatnik. Here is a point of view. I discussed it with both 
Mr. Willis and Mr. Thompson. They raised it with their people, the 
recommendation that they raise the local contribution. It was 
thought perhaps a compromise could be arrived at of one-third. 
You have the present 25 percent, the Bureau of the Budget recom- 
mends 50 percent, we could strike a middle ground. 

They have eight States involved in this particular hyacinth growth, 
and it is spreading like wildfire. You have 5 States, perhaps, that 
will match at 50 percent, but you should do it all. You can get infec- 
tion from other States by these hyacinths drifting down. ‘It would 
start all over again and all the money you put in, both local and 
Federal, would be wasted. 

This is an areawide or regionwide problem very peculiar to those 
eight States. The hyacinth growth is apparently like weeds. 

Mr. Scupper. That is a common condition throughout the country. 

Mr. Buarnik. Here is the difference from beach erosion. 

Mr. Scupper. We are talking about water-hyacinths and water 
lilies. I know of lakes that have been completely filled in because of 
water-hyacinths and lilies. The erosion has settled in these lakes and 
made complete fills. 

Mr. Biarnix. Here is why you cannot quite compare it with beach 
erosion. Say you have a 3-State coastline and 2 States match the 
50 pereent and provide the jetties and replace the loss and build up 
the shoreline. They are in good shape. The third State is not. All 
that happens is that the third State continues to be subjected to fur- 
ther erosion and further wearing away of its own coastline, with no 
effect on the other two States. 

But in this case of the hyacinth just the infection, if I may use 
that word, biological infection, from a neighboring State can come in 
and start the growth all over again in a State that cleared it out orig- 
inally, the original growth. 

Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman, I have two points to consider. I do 
remember the information that our good friend Mr. Davis brought 
out, that some of these States brought this problem on themselves 
by planting these things for their beauty. That is one thing. They 
helped bring this condition on. 

Now we are being asked to pay 75 percent to eradicate it. I would 
like, rather than have further discussion now to get some informa- 
tion from the Bureau of the Budget, a statement as to how they 
arrived at the 50-percent figure as against the Army Engineers 75-25. 

Mr. Buatrnrx. Would you answer that question now, Mr. Bren- 
nan? 

Mr. Brennan. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Becker, as far as I know, 
in discussing this with the Bureau of the Budget, their 50 percent 
was a judgment figure. The Corps of Engineers’ 25 percent was based 
on the computation I described earlier. 

Mr. Becker. I do not see much difference in that statement. 


_— lL «64k eee 


room =e men. uw 


got we 


FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 339 


Mr. Brennan. I think that is right, sir. You could say it is diffi- 
cult to find a mathematical basis for either the 50 or 25 percent. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

The only thing I am afraid of here is that here we are starting on 
another program with the Federal Government doing something 
which, in my personal opinion, belongs to the States. We are just 
loading this bill up again, or any other bill, establishing a new prec- 
edent. If we are going to authorize the money for taking care of 
what section 104 calls for, I would like the gentleman from New 
Jersey, and some of those from the other States who are going to 
think about—— 

Mr. Sorru. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGrecor. Let me finish first. 

I am of the opinion that if we keep broadening our river and har- 
bor laws, we are going to get into agriculture, and everything else. 
I think it should be confined to the subject of rivers and harbors 
and flood control. I think we are just broadening the field here and 
we are getting into areas where we have no business to be in. 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biatnir«. Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for being late, but any- 
way my ears began to burn in my office and I see that I got here 
just in time to hear the gentleman from Ohio talk about water- 

acinths. In the river and harbor work, we have sat here and talked 
about dredging; we have talked about clearing and snagging. We 
have talked about many things, such as aids to navigation. Those 
are national responsibilities. These water-hyacinths have spread, to 
a certain extent, and I daresay the gentleman from that State is 
going to be plagued someday soon 

Mr. McGrecor. We did not bring them in. 

Mr. Tompson. Our State did not bring them in either. They 
were brought in some years ago at a cotton exhibition in New Orleans. 
They were transported in many cases, as far as Boston, and sold by 
those who make money from them. They are a very pretty plant 
but they turn into the worst pest that we have ever seen in our water- 
ways. 

Last year we were able to pass a bill to prohibit the transportation 
of these plants in interstate commerce. The bill was passed and it is 
in effect now. The dangers have just been realized of these water- 
hyacinths. In Louisiana alone over $38 million a year damage to 
vessels and navigation is caused by water-hyacinths. They are in 
our entire coastal waterways. They are going into the salt-water 
areas and some are beginning to suffer no effect from the salt water. 

It is such a problem now that it is feared that through all the 
Southern States affected, it will spread to our other rivers and tribu- 
taries. 

Mr. McGregor. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes. 

Mr. McGrecor. Was that in the bill last year? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes. 

Mr. Fomonpson. Will the gentleman yield ? 


Mr. McGrecor. Yes. 
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Mr. Epmonpson. Is there any basic difference in the problem of 
keeping a channel open by the removal of silt or the invasion of that 
channel by vegetation ? 

Mr. Tompson. Absolutely not. You remove snags and stumps 
from the middle of the stream. 

I think the only philosophy, Mr. Chairman, that is trying to be 
changed here is the same old story of local participation, charges for 
land enhancement, and one thing and another which seems to be 
creeping up on us. This is as much a national problem having to 
do with navigation as the dredging of a stream that has silt. 

Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I would like to hear the gentleman tell 
us how in the world this 25 percent got into this. It is my under- 
standing that navigation 

Mr. Georce. He told you twice. 

Mr. Smrru. I heard him say “recreation,” but if you try to com- 
pute the local interest, that is another thing. 

The point I would raise is that the engineers, it seems to me, are 
making quite a departure from principle when they decide there 
should be any contribution. 

Mr. Brennan. The actual figures that were used, Mr. Smith, were 
based upon estimated damages from water-hyacinths in Louisiana, 
which is where a good deal of damage has been suffered. Damages 
were broken down into five parts. They are as follows: Damages on 
the basis of public health, interference with drainage, navigation, fish 
and wildlife, and agriculture. 

The fish and wildlife includes the recreational aspects. 

Those damages were computed and then the percentage of each 
one to the whole was computed. The annual cost was then allocated 
to local interests for each purpose and that was as follows: Agricul- 
ture was taken as 25 percent of the total damage, or percentage of 
the damage; fish and wildlife was taken at 25 percent; navigation at 
25 percent; drainage at 50 percent, and public health zero percent. 

Mr. TxHompson. Mr. Chairman, this covers waterchestnuts and 
things that affect other areas and so-called alligator grass and ob- 
noxious water growth. 

Mr. Scuwenceu. Could you tell us what the annual cost or damage 
is by water-hyacinths? 

Mr. Txompson. $43 million nationally. The growth of these 
plants is phenomenal. In 6 weeks’ time you have probably an area 
covering 15 or 20 times the size of the original area. 

Mr: Scuwencet. How much money is involved in this appropri- 
ation ? 

Mr. Brennan. $1,350,000 a year for 5 years. 

Mr. Tuompson. Only $1 million a year from the Federal Gov- 
ernment ¢ 

Mr. Brennan. That is right. 

Mr. ScuweEnce.. I have one further question. 

Do the scientists believe that we can launch out on a program to 
eliminate this problem ? 

Mr. Tuomrson. They do. We have had experts testify before this 
committee last year, Mr. Chairman, who have worked with this 

problem for years. There are several methods of getting rid of them, 
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such as dredging them out, exposing the roots, and the most effective 
method, of course, is ried ing. 

As I recall, in the State of Louisiana, when I used to handle budget 
matters there, we spent over $500,000 a year on this. We know how 
to get rid of them. We know how they are spread. If salt water 
did not kill these plants, you could w all to Europe today on them. 
That is how fast they do spread. They are going to areas as far 
south as South Canibus: ‘hey are going to Boston now because 
they are transported by sailors, and if ‘they. are not stopped they are 
going to cost considerably more than this $43 billion damage a year. 

Mr. Scuwencew. That is the point I was coming to. ‘Will this 
appropiration that we are considering here, or this authorization that 
we are considering, if that program is adopted will that in 5 years 
eliminate this problem ? 

Mr. Tuompson. It will. This authorizes them not only to go into 
the streams but the places where the growth stems from up the tribu- 
taries and to stop them at the source. They float down just like 
islands on a river. They float down and foul up the propellers. It 
makes streams almost impassable in some places. We believe that 
the plan is one where an intensive study has been made by the 
Louisiana State University and Southwestern University State In- 
stitute, and in 5 years with this plan we can rid ourselves of this. 

Mr. Scuweneet. Mr. Chairman, I would like to observe that if 
those are the facts that this is a good investment. We should launch 
out in the program immediately. 

Mr. Grorece. Would you be willing to broaden the base of this to 
include the elimination of ragweed, so we could stop the billions of 
dollars lost by hay-fever sufferers throughout the country? 

Mr. Tuompson. I have the idea that would more properly come be- 
fore the Health Department, would it not? 

Mr. George. I am sure it is more obnoxious and creates more 
damage nationwide than this program could ever do. 

Mr. Tompson. We are spending money in the fight against com- 
munism, too, but that does not come before this committee. I hope 
that the gentlemen on these other committees will carry on this fight 
against these other things. 

Mr. Buarntk. Are there any further questions ? 


Port Austin Harpor, Micnu. 


The last project is the Port Austin Harbor, Mich. by Mr. Me- 
Intosh. That appears on page 11, line 24 and concludes on page 12, 
line 8. 

This was put in by the Senate, and I do not believe the budget 
report has come in yet. 

What is the Cor ps of Engineers’ report on this? 

Mr. Brennan. There is no report. It was put in on the Senate 
floor and nobody has asked the corps, and the corps would not have 
had the time anyway, to make a report. The Budget has not taken 
any position on it because the last action they took was on the bill 
as reported out of the Senate committee, in which they expressed 
their objections to individual projects. They have not been actually 
asked concerning this item. 

Mr. Buiarntx. This is primarily increasing the harbor acreage, is 
that correct ? 
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Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. There is an authorized project at Port 
Austin now for navigation consisting of two breakwaters and a channel 
and an inner basin of some 13 acres in extent. Subsequent to the au- 
thorization, the Corps of Engineers, in making their planning studies, 
undertook a model study to determine what shape and kind of break- 

waters would be most effective. They found that a better hydraulic 
condition could be obtained by eliminating one of the breakwaters at 
a considerable saving in cost and reshaping the remaining one. At 
the same time, local interests have expressed a desire for a larger 
basin, larger by 13 acres. They want about 27 acres of basin inside 
as against the authorized 13. The additional cost of dredging the 
inner basin to the larger dimensions would be about offset by the 
elimination of the breakwater. If this item is included, it would ac- 
tually cost less than it would the way the project was originally au- 
thorized, by reason of the additional dredging offsetting the elimina- 
tion of one of the breakwaters. 

The Chief of Engineers took the position when local interests 
made a request for the additional dredging that it was beyond his 
authority and he could not do the additional dredging without a 
specific authorization from Congress. For that reason, this item was 
included in the bill to cover the legal authority of the Chief of Engi- 
neers. 

Mr. McGrecor. In reading over the record of the Senate on this 
bill on March 28, we find on page 4121 that this was introduced on 
the floor of the Senate by Senator Potter. You would do away 
with one jetty outfit which is costing about $87,000 and your increase 
of acreage of 27 acres would cost about $44,000. We would make 
a gain, according to the record here, but the question that comes to 
my mind is still, are we getting into a category of recommending 
projects that have not been endorsed by the Bureau of the Budget 
nor the Corps of Army Engineers; is that correct ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is the category that this project is in. The 
only difference between this and some of the others is that we know 
that the Budget has objected to the others. On this particular one, 
the Budget has not objected because they have not had any report 
from the engineers. They have not made a report so we do not know 
what the answer would be. They might agree to it, or they might 
not. 

Mr. Batpwrn. You mention that the total cost would be no greater 
than the originally contemplated cost. If I understand this sum- 
mary passed to the committee, you say that the Chief of Engineers 
modified the project subsequently in accordance with his discretion- 
ary authority to provide for elimination of the east breakwater, and 
in lieu thereof to extend the west breakwater. 

As I understand it, he did this before this proposal came up? 

Mr. Brennan. That is right. 

Mr. Batpwin. So we cannot justify this project because the Chief 
of Engineers independently eliminated one breakwater; is that true? 

Mr. Brennan. That is true. 

If we take this in steps, the project as originally authorized was 
made considerably iess expensive by the Chief of Engineers elimi- 

nating that breakwater. 
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Mr. Batpwin. We have to decide this on its merits. I do not see 
how it is warranted because the Chief of Engineers, of his own voli- 
tion, eliminated a breakwater. 

Mr. Brennan. There is no actual connection between the elimina- 
tion of the breakwater and the additional dredging. 

Mr. Batpwin. Is it not true that, as of now, we have no report 
from the Chief of Engineers as to the benefit-to-cost ratio on this 
particular proposal ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is true, sir. We do have these facts: The 
project was originally economically justified at a cost covering the 
becdkerabee and the 13 acres of dredging. Assuming that the same 
amount of traffic is involved and that economic conditions are the 
same, then the project should be justified now if the cost is no more. 

Mr. Batpwin. You are talking about an original project. That 
did not include this particular dredging. The fact that this project 
was originally justified on a benefit-to-cost ratio, including the second 
breakwater, that, in itself, does not establish that this addition neces- 
sarily would be warranted because how do we know, without a report 
before us, what the additional benefits would be from this? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. Assuming that conditions have 
not changed, we know that the project, as a whole, is justified. We 
do know now whether the incremental cost of 13 acres additional 
dredging is, in itself, justified. 

Mr. McGrecor. How did you arrive at the figures? How did the 
Chief of Engineers arrive at the figures? Did he arrive at that when 
he changed or recommended a change in the original authorization 
from the 2 jetties to the 1 jetty? That was done by the Chief, 
was it not ? 

Mr. Brennan. That was done by the Chief as a result of a model 
test. 

Mr. Becxer. Mr. Chairman, I agree thoroughly with Mr. Bald- 
win’s statement and I would like to go one step further. I am going 
to hold to my position. I am not going to be a party to authorizing 
projects on which there has been no study made and no report made. 
It would seem there has not been one made on this project. There 
is no justification for the additional dredging. The justification and 
authorization was for breakwaters. There was a cost basis figure 
shown and the Army engineers decided that 1 jetty, a larger one, 
would take the place of 2. That is a distinct project that Mr. Bald- 
win mentioned. 

Now, we come to a different thing entirely and they want addi- 
tional dredging on some thirteen-odd acres of water, and we have 
no report here before us to justify that, as far as I can see. 

It 1s something shoved in where money is not keing utilized and 
we will utilize it for some other purpose. 

Mr. Cramer. Do you have any knowledge as to whether or not 
there was any Army engineers testimony before the Senate Public 
Works Committee on this? 

Mr. Brennan. I am sure there was not. 

Mr. Cramer. This was put in on the floor of the Senate? 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buarntk. Are there any further questions? 
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That completes the projects and now we have before us three new 
survey items. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Buarnrg. On the record. 

Is there any objection to holding over the executive session until 
Tuesday ? 

Mr. Davis. I second the motion. 

Mr. Biatnix. The motion has been made and seconded. The com- 
mittee will start an executive session Tuesday morning for the pur- 
pose of marking up and taking final action on the bill. 

We now come to the three new survey items which we would like 
to dispose of. We also have a bill from the Senate, which is a very 
routine bridge authorization extension which we would like to get 
through this morning. 

Mr. Brennan, will you explain these three new survey items? This 
is for areas which cannot be covered by review resolutions because of 
lack of previous reports. 

Mr. Brennan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. On pages 19 and 20 there is a 
listing of survey items. There are three additional ones proposed 
for insertion in the proper places on those pages. The first one is 
Neale Sound in Maryland. It is for the purpose of studying a water- 
way through that general area. 

The Corps of Engineers has determined that there has been no 
previous report of such a nature that could be reviewed and acted 
upon by committee resolution. Therefore, it must be included in an 
omnibus bill or separate bill. That is Mr. Lankford’s investigation. 

Mr. McGrecor. How much does it cost ? 

Mr. Brennan. We do not have a cost on it, sir. These were not 
sent to the corps for cost estimates, the way we sent the committee 
resolutions. 

Mr. Batpwin. Let me ask a question. Do I understand that cor- 
rectly? I thought all items are customarily referred to the corps first 
for some preliminary comment in the way of surveys before the com- 
mittee acts upon them ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, except for items that go into the 
omnibus bill. It is customary not to refer those to the corps. That 
is the only way it can be authorized, in an omnibus bill. 

Mr. Weinkauff informs me that this item for Neale Sound was first 
sent to the corps in the form of a customary request for their views 
on a proposed resolution. The corps came back and said it could 
not be covered by a resolution but in reporting upon it they did give 
a cost estimate of $8,800 for the survey. This is an exception because 
it went through the process of a request for resolution first before it 
was determined that it could not be included as a committee resolu- 
tion but must be included in the bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question. 
I am very much confused because I thought all of these could be 
handled by a resolution of this committee for a preliminary survey. 
Now you can say it cannot be done? 

Mr. Smiru. It is a matter of review report. 

Mr. Brennan. It applies to about 85 percent of the country, Mr. 
McGregor. The authority of this committee, which goes back a long 
way, is to request the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
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to make a review of a previous report. In a few instances through- 
out the country, there are areas which have not been covered by pre- 
vious reports, and, therefore, the committee is without authority to 
cause a review report to be made because there is no previous report. 

Mr. McGrecor. If we were following the proper procedure, we 
would have a report and then it would properly come in for review, is 
that correct? These three are not having a report? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Sairu. No, he is not correct. Let us get it straight here. 

Mr. Brennan. Perhaps I misunderstood you, sir. 

Mr. Smiru. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGreecor. Yes. 

Mr. Smiru. This is important and I do not think Mr. Brennan 
understood what you said. We are following proper procedure in 
putting this in the bill because there never has been a report on these 
items or a survey made by the engineers on this? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smirn. The only way they can make one is by authorization 
by act of Congress? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. I am sorry that I misunderstood 
you before. 

Mr. Smiru. The ones where we pass a committee resolution is 
where they have made a survey or report in the past and we give 
them authority by the review report to review that in relation to 
some specific item under the law? 

Mr. Brecker. Does not the cost of these come out of the lump-sum 
appropriations to the engineers ? 

{r. Brennan. That is right. 

Mr. Becker. They have a lump-sum appropriation because last 
year, or a couple of years ago, we eliminated the preliminary survey. 
Under the lump-sum appropriations, the engineers can take all of 
these projects and in accordance with their report, they then make a 
survey or a report back, is that correct ? 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. McGrecor. I misunderstood. 

Mr. Brennan. I am sorry that I misunderstood you. 

Mr. Buiatntk. The next item is Lynn Haven Bayou, Fla., and it 
is offered by Mr. Sikes. 

Do you have any estimates on that cost ? 

Mr. Brennan. The cost is $4,000. It so happens that this also 
was sent to the engineers in the form of a committee resolution, not 
realizing that it could not be covered by a committee resolution. The 
engineers reported back it could not be covered by a resolution but 
would have to be included in an act of Congress. In so reporting, 
they gave a description of the area and gave a cost estimate of $4,000. 

Mr. Cramer. Would the gentleman yield ? 

I am not speaking with relation to this particular project—as far 
as I know it is a good one—but is there any determination made in 
such a request and report to this committee as you have there as to 
their estimates and what they know about it that it possibly will be 
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Mr. Brennan. Yes, sir; where they make a report on a type of 
study which must be included in the bill, if they by chance happen 
to make the report, they usually include, and in fact always include, 
a statement as to their opinion of its feasibility. In this case, it is 
a peculiar one because it involves construction by the Federal Gov- 
ernment of a highway and railroad fill as a wartime measure during 
World War II, which cut off a bayou there and has blocked naviga- 
tion. The local desire is to have the Government dredge a channel 
through that fill which they constructed. 

Mr. Tuompson. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes. 

Mr. Tuomprson. Under existing law, does not the Corps of Engi- 
neers have authority to take care of any intercepted drainage caused 
by projects previously authorized by the committee ? 

Mr. Brennan. I am not sure I understood that. 

Mr. Tuompson. Where you built guideline levees, if there is any 
drainage required, then it is the responsibility of the Corps of Engi- 
neers to proceed either by bar pits or other means? In this case, as 
the gentleman from Mississippi informed me, this situation was 
brought about by wartime measures and not the regular functions of 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Brennan. That is correct. 

Mr. Briarnix. The last item is Namakan Lake and Ash River, 
Minn., by Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Brennan. That is a waterway, between the Namakan Lake 
and Ash River in Minnesota. We do not have a report from the 
corps on that and it was determined at an early stage that the item 
would have to be included in the bill. There had not been a previ- 
ous report which could be reviewed, but there was no cost estimate 
on it. It is understood to be a relatively small cost. 

Mr. Buatnix. It is a small project and we have problems with 
water levels in Minnesota. 

Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. biarntk. On the record. 

The committee is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 11: 50 a. m.) 


APPENDIX 


Unirep STaATes SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED FORCES, 
May 31, 1957. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuHatRMAN: I appreciate your invitation to express my views to your 
committee on the authorizations for the construction of flood-control dams at 
Torrington and Winsted, Conn., which are contained in title II of 8. 497, the 
Omnibus River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1957. 

As you know, the bill passed by the Senate requires that the Federal Govern- 
ment bear all expenses in connection with the construction and maintenance 
of the Mad River Dam in Winsted and the dams on Hall Meadow Brook and 
the Hast Branch of the Naugatuck River in Torrington. 

This requirement represents nothing new; it conforms with the precedent 
followed in the case of all flood-control dams heretofore constructed by the Corps 
of Engineers. 

What is new is the Bureau of the Budget’s policy which proposes that the 
State of Connecticut or the local communities be required to make a contribu- 
tion toward the cost, and to bear the expense of maintenance after construction. 
The Bureau’s policy, it should be noted, applies only to small dams, such as those 
proposed for Torrington and Winsted, and not to large flood-control dams or 
the flood-control elements of gigantic multipurpose dams. 

It is my conviction that such a one-sided policy is most unfair to Connecticut 
and other States similarly situated. The nature of our terrain limits very 
severely the potential sites for large flood-control dams. To a large extent, we 
must rely on small dams if many of our communities are to obtain the flood 
protection for which the need was so tragically demonstrated by the 1955 dis- 
asters. 

If the Bureau’s policy prevails, it will place a double burden on Connecticut 
taxpayers. ‘They will be taxed for the construction of large 100 percent Federal 
dams in other States. At the same time, they will be taxed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for their share of the Federal cost of small dams in our State, and will 
be forced, additionally, to pay State or local taxes to make up the required local 
contribution. In short, fairness requires that the Bureau’s policy be applied 
across-the-board, to large dams as well as small, or not at all. 

I hope, therefore, that your committee will agree with the Senate that justice 
and equity support the terms for construction of the Torrington and Winsted 
dams which are now specified in 8. 497. 

Should your committee, in its wisdom, decide otherwise, I suggest that the bill 
be amended to impose the requirement of local contributions upon the State of 
Connecticut, rather than upon the two communities. The people of Winsted and 
Torrington suffered very severe losses in the 1955 floods, and already have im- 
posed upon themselves very large burdens of expense in connection with other 
work needed to rehabilitate their towns. The additional burden of the local 
sopurbatiens for the construction of these dams should not be inflicted upon 
them. 

Legislation enabling the State of Connecticut to pay the local contributions, 
if required by your committee, was enacted by the general assembly in its session 
just concluded, and has been signed by the Governor. A copy of the statute 
will. be forwarded for your committee’s consideration. 

I. canot stress too strongly the importance of authorizing these dams in the 
present session of the Congress. If we are forced to make a choice between an- 
thorizations with a requirement of a State contribution, or no authorizations at 
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all, we must accept the requirement in order to expedite construction of these: 
dams which are vital to the future life of Torrington and Winsted. 
With kindest regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 
Prescorr BusuH, United States Senator. 


UnitTeD STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED. SERVICES, 
June 8, 1957. 


Hon, CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee'on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: In my letter of May 31 regarding authorizations for the 
Torrington and Winsted, Conn., flood-control dams which are contained in 8. 497, 
I stated that I would forward to you a copy of legislation enabling the State 
of Connecticut to pay the local contributions if such contributions should be re- 
quired. Enclosed is a copy of the bill. I am advised that I was in error in 
stating that the bill already had been passed and signed by the Governor. How- 
ever, it is my understanding that the bill will be enacted and signed into law 
before the general assembly adjourns this week. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Prescott Busu, United States Senator. 


[File No. 1486. Substitute for House bill No. 1163] 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT HOUSE .OF REPRESENTATIVES 


House of Representatives, May 28, 1957. The Committee on Finance reported 
through Mr. Donaldson of Wilton, Chairman of the Committee on the part of the 
House, that the substitute bill ought to pass. 


AN ACT CONCERNING FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Assembly 
convened: 


Secrion 1. The water resources commission is authorized to give assurances 
satisfactory to the secretary of the army as provided in section 701c, chapter 
15, title 33 of the United States Code Annotated that the state will (a) provide 
without cost to the United States all lands, easements and rights-of-way neces- 
sary for the construction of any fiood control project; (b) hold and save the 
United States free from damages due to the construction works; and (c) main- 
tain and operate all the works after completion in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the secretary of the army. 

Src, 2. The water resources commission, in the name of the state, may purchase 
land or any interest therein, or take the same by right of eminent domain in the 
manner provided in sections 7181 and 7182 of the general statutes for the purposes 
enumerated in subdivision (a) of section 1 of this act. 

Seo. 8. The state treasurer shall issue bonds and notes of the state, in accord- 
ance with the provisions of section 108d of the 1955 supplement to the general 
statutes, in the sum of one million seven hundred fifty thousand dollars to be de- 
nominated on the face thereof “Flood Control Project Bonds of the State of 
Connecticut” or “Flood Control Project Notes of the State of Connecticut,” as 
the case may be. The full faith and credit of the state is pledged for the pay- 
ment of the interest on and principal of such bonds. Such bonds shall be sold 
at not less than par and shall be issued so as to mature at a time or times set 
by the state bond commission. The proceeds from the sale of such bonds and 
notes shall be used to defray the costs to the state required under the provisions 
of section 1 of this act. 

Sno. 4: Subject to the approval of the finance advisory committee, any expense 
incurred in connection with entering upon necessary contracts, and similar ex- 
penses, shall be paid from the accrued interest and premiums or from the pro- 
ceeds of the sale of the bonds and notes authorized by section 3 of this act, and 
in the same manner as other obligations of the state of Connecticut. 

Seo. 5, This act shall take effect from its passage. 


ae Ree ie ee 


mF! he he 


se 
X- 
r0- 
nad 


FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF, 1957 349 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE STEWART L. UpALL TO House COMMITTEE ON 
PuBLic Works ON 8. 497, Omnisus RIVERS AND Harpsors FLoop ContrRoL BIL, 
JUNE 11, 1957 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to present a statement on behalf of the Gila River Basin 
project authorization which appears at line 17 on page 42 of S. 497. The work 
authorized by this item is within my congressional district, and is, in my opinion, 
the most urgently needed flood-control work in the State of Arizona today. 

Previous studies were made by the Corps of Engineers in the middle Gila 
River Basin beginning in 1940 and these studies have been brought up to date 
by recent interim or reconnaissance survey. You will note from the Senate bill 
and report that the item in question is a partial authorization totaling only $5 
million. Once detailed plans and specifications have been prepared and prelim- 
inary work accomplished this multipurpose project will be constructed in part 
by the Corps of Engineers, and in part by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The plan of improvement is discussed in general terms in Report No. 168 at 
page 101 (which was filed by the Senate committee to accompany S. 497) and I 
need not reiterate the matters set forth therein. 

In one respect the history of the Gila River Basin closely parallels that of the 
Rio Grande Basin in New Mexico, and the flood control channelizing improve- 
ments now proposed for the Safford Valley would be patterned after similar 
work which has already been accomplished in the Rio Grande Basin. Coolidge 
Dam isthe only project which has been previously completed on the Middle Gila. 
The large San Carlos Irrigation District (50 percent Indian and 50 percent non- 
Indian land) which receives irrigation waters from Coolidge Dam has had a 
pitifully inadequate supply of water due to losses resulting from uncontrolled 
floodwaters in the upper Gila, and the failure to control andssalvage the’ fléod 
flows of the San Pedro River—a tributary of the Gila. 

This vital project is a paramount need in my State, and I urge your committee 
to give it favorable consideration. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE BE. Y. Berry, Berore THE House PuBLIc WorkKSs 
COMMITTEE, JUNE 12, 1957 


Mr. Chairman and members of the House Public Works Committee, I am 
BH. Y. Berry, Representative of the South Dakota Second District. I welcome 
this opportunity to appear before your committee and submit testimony in sup- 
port of some small projects in South Dakota that are included in the bill desig- 
nated S. 497, river and harbor, beach erosion control, and flood control projects, 
1957. 

This combined omnibus river and harbor and flood-control measure contains 
provisions on pages 35 and 36 to make fair and equitable settlement for the dis- 
ruption of existing water or sewer facilities at (1) St. Joseph’s Indian School, 
Chamberlain, 8. Dak.; (2) the city of Fort Pierre; (3) the city of Pierre; (4) 
the Chamberlain Water Co. 

The bill would provide payment of not to exceed $42,000 for treatment of sew- 
age from the St. Joseph’s School or connection to the city system. The amount 
specified for Fort Pierre is not to exceed $120,000 for sewer facilities and $25,000 
for water facilities. The settlement with the city of Pierre for sewer facilities 
would not exceed $210,000. The Chamberlain Water Co. would be reimbursed 
for removal expenses not to exceed $5,000. 

There are two other items in this section of the Missouri River Basin division 
of the bill. One would authorize the payment of $10,000 as reimbursement for 
the public school building provided by the Eagle Butte Independent School Dis- 
trict No. 3 of Eagle Butte, 8. Dak., for children living at or near Cheyenne 
Agency. This school building was constructed on reservation lands and is being 
flooded out by the Oahe Dam and Reservoir. At the present time negotiations 
are under way with the Corps of Engineers in the hopes of providing settlement 
for this particular claim under legislation passed by the last Congress; but 
should this fail due to some obstacle, it would be well to have this additional au- 
thorization so that this very legitimate claim is settled through one means or 
the other. 

There are many valid reasons why these claims for South Dakota projects are 
included in the omnibus bill, but they center around the premise that the:sewer 
and water facilities in question were satisfactory before the Corps of Engineers 
undertook the vast construction project on the Missouri River, which will change 
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conditions in the flow through the creation of the huge reservoirs behind the 
main-stream dams. 

I would wish to emphasize the situation existing at these points along the 
Missouri River prior to the time construction of the Missouri Basin projects 
got underway. The stream had a high base flow and sewage could be discharged 
directly into the river. 

The completion of Fort Randall Dam has completely changed that picture. A 
large, fresh water lake has been created behind Fort Randall and its use for 
recreational purposes would involve a health hazard if discharge of raw sewage 
into such lakes is continued. The South Dakota State Department of Health 
recognizes the situation, and has served notice that appropriate corrections must 
be made. 

The case of the St. Joseph’s Indian School at Chamberlain is an excellent case 
at point. The existing sewage facilities of the school have been damaged by 
construction of a huge bank revetment. Some adjustments have necessarily been 
made by the school, but a health hazard is still present on the playground of the 
250-student school. The Senate committee, after careful consideration of this 
situation, recommended that a more satisfactory solution might be obtained by 
connecting the sewage facilities of the school to the city’s sewage system of 
Chamberlain, and has included such a provision in the bill. 

The Senate committee has also recommended favorably settlement with Pierre 
and Fort Pierre for construction of adequate water and sewage facilities to re- 
piace the existing systems which will become inoperative as Fort Randall Reser- 
voir fills to its capacity and Oahe Dam construction is completed. 

The Senate has also recommended reimbursement for the Chamberlain Water 
Co. in settlement for their costs of removing. and: relocating waterline. They 
have made a similar recommendation on the Eagle Butte school building based 
on the understanding that settlement cannot be negotiated under present law. 

There is one other item for the enlargement and the improvement of the exist- 
ing dam and reservoir on Elm River, which is not of direct concern to my district, 
and Senator Case will discuss justification for this project in detail during his 
testimony. 

In summary, the Corps of Engineers, who built these huge reservoirs that will 
be surpassed by only the Great Lakes as inland bodies of water, has disrupted 
the lives and economy of some communities and groups. The benefits of com- 
pleted Missouri River Basin projects will be tremendous in prevention of flood 
damages, increased crop production through irrigation, generation of hydroelec- 
tric power, recreational development, regulation of river flows for navigation and 
municipal industrial water supply, and other benefits. 

It would be most unfair to penalize the residents along the Missouri River 
who are providing the land and other resources that will be inundated by these 
huge reservoirs by failing to make proper settlement for damages that are trace- 
able to only one factor—construction of the Missouri Basin dams. 

I hope this committee will take early action in authorizing the Corps of Engi- 
neers to negotiate a fair settlement with each of the South Dakota parties named 
in this bill. 

Thank you. 


ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RATLROADS, 
LAW DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, D. C., June 18, 1957. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Bucktey: In view of the fact that in the hearings before your 
committee on 8S. 497, the omnibus river and harbor and flood-control bill of 1957, 
witnesses representing private interests such as the railroads (as distinguished 
from representatives of Government agencies and Members of Congress) are 
not to be heard with respect to projects that were authorized and approved in 
previous sessions of Congress, I am submitting attached hereto a memorandum 
and a statement dealing with a matter that I should like very much to eall to 
the attention of your committee. Also, it would be greatly, appreciated if you 
could have this letter and the attached memorandum and statement. incorporated 
in the record of the hearings on S. 497. 

The. first of these attachments, entitled “A Memorandum for Conference on 
January 3, 1957,” constitutes a submission made to General Itschner, Chief of 


ec 
qu 
rec 
dis 
wa 


FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 351 


Army Engineers, at a conference held between General Itschner and several 
representatives of interested railroad companies to diseuss the project involving 
the extension of navigation above St. Anthony Falls, Minn., on the Mississippi 
River. In view of the fact that the recently completed hearings on 8S. 497 did 
not, as we understand, bring to light the various points made in the attached 
memorandum, we feel that these matters should be brought sharply to the atten- 
tion of your committee. 

I respectfully urge the committee to note that, in order to arrive at a favorable 
benefit-to-cost ratio, it was necessary for the Board of Engineers to determine 
as a matter of policy that all prior expenditures on this project, amounting to 
approximately $12 million, should be disregarded entirely. By so doing, the 
Board of Engineers was able to reach the conclusion that the expenditure of an 
additional $20 million approximately would produce benefits that exceeded cost 
by the slimmest possible of margins. 

Secondly, we urge the committee to note that the costs were estimated using 
July 1954 prices and that such price level is no longer the effective price level 
for projects of this kind. In this connection, we urge the committee to consider 
the situation with respect to the estimates of the Army engineers in connection 
with the construction of the St. Lawrence Waterway project. 

The memorandum also points out certain basic errors made in the district 
engineer’s report with respect to his estimates of traffic and the savings to be 
realized. Correction of any of these basic errors would result in an adverse 
benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Finally, the memorandum points to certain new developments that have oc- 
curred since the latest engineer’s report, the inevitable effect of which would be 
~ render the estimates with respect to certain traffic items of no validity at this 
time. 

The second attachment to this letter is a copy of a statement recently made 
before a subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee by Mr. Stuart 
W. Rider, Jr., appearing on behalf of 10 trunkline railroads serving Minneapolis, 
Minn., in opposition to an appropriation for the extension of navigation on the 
Mississippi River above St. Anthony Falls, Minn. This statement points out 
certain recent developments in the Minneapolis area that have occurred after 
the preparation of the memorandum dated January 3, 1957, attached hereto, 
and that cast further doubt on the economic justification for the St. Anthony 
Falls project. 

We respectfully submit that the considerations set forth in the attached memo- 
randum and statement justify the elimination of this project from the omnibus 
river and harbor and flood-control bill and the submission of this project to the 
Congress in a separate bill which can be made the subject of a full hearing to 
develop the facts with respect to the points referred to above. 

Respectfully yours, 


Greeory S. PRINCE. 


Attachments. 


A MEMORANDUM FOR CONFERENCE ON JANUARY 3, 1957 


Subject: Improvement of Mississippi River extension of navigation above St. 
Anthony Falls, Minn. 


1. EXTENSION OF NAVIGATION 


This has reference to the Corps of Engineers report issued in compliance with 
resolution adopted by the Public Works Committee, House of Representatives, 
dated August 17, 1954, which required a review of previous economic studies per- 
taining to extension of navigation above St. Anthony Falls, and a review thereof 
by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors as contained in a report trans- 
mitted by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, to the Secretary of the 
Army on June 19, 1956. 


(a) Previous economic studies 


House Document No. 137, dated December 9, 1931, reported there was no 
economic justification for carrying navigation above St. Anthony Falls. In subse- 
quent review of this report, the Chief of Engineers, on December 31, ' 1932, 
recommended against the extension. ‘The next review report issued by the 
district engineers, Corps of Engineers, on February 20, 1936, advised that there 
was no economic justification for extension of navigation above St. Anthony Falls. 








352 FLOOD CONTROL ACT OF 1957 


While that report was being reviewed by the Board of Dngineers, Congress, by its 
Rivers and Harbors Act of August 26, 1937, authorized the extension, and con- 
struction was commenced in 1948. 


(b) BHatension of navigation questioned 

On June 23, 1958, the Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce questioned the justi- 
fication for further expenditures such as were necessary to complete the extension 
of navigation, and requested that further economic studies be made, 


(c) District engineer’s reevaluation 


On April 15, 1955, the district engineer submitted a report on reevaluation, 
which indicated : 


Evaluation 
First costs using July 1954 prices would amount to ~_------------ $32, 880, 000 
Annual Charges would amount to... 22 eel. 1, 569, 000 
Expenditures thus far amounted to.__-------__--_---.----------- 12, 110, 000 
FASRE EO, CESIROUIEIUN Ia ach cree ety eit penned np wee eae 598, 000 
Balance required to complete would amount to_..-------------~-- 20, 770, 000 
Annual charges: would amount to... oe on ht 971,000 


Average annual commerce would amount to 2,110,000 tons. 
Average annual transportation savings would amount to $1,226,000. 


Benefit-cost ratios: 
$1, 226, 000 
=0 


Preteen O6-C WHO era ie aa = 0.78 
$1, 569, 000 
$1, 226, 000 
Writing off previous expenditures___-..-----_--__---------- ———_——-=1. 26 
$ 971,000 


(d) March 6, 1956, review by board of engineers 

After a thorough hearing in Minneapolis on January 20, 1956, the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors reviewed the report of the district engineer of 
April 15, 1955, and, on March 6, 1956, found the same charges outlined in (c) 
above, but determined average annual commerce and estimated savings as fol 
lows: 

Average annual commerce would amount to 1,610,000 tons. 

Average annual transportation savings would amount to $881,400. 


Benefit-cost ratios : 


NN RARE BITES ARTS ISSN REE EIS REAR ————_—__=0. 56 


Writing off previous expenditures_____._-_-_---__---------- —_——_—_—_—_-=0. 91 


The Board decided that tonnages and savings on grain contained in the district 
engineer’s report should be cut in half. These benefit-cost ratios were never 
actually announced, because the policy question was first raised as to whether 
the cost of the entire project or only the cost of completion of the project should 
be considered by the Board. After considerable discussion, the question was 
brought to a vote and the Board voted 5 to 2 that it should consider only total 
costs of the entire project in determining the benefit-cost ratio. Because the 
benefits were obviously less than the total cost, the project was not approved. 


(e) June 19, 1956, review by Board of Engineers 
By its report on review of the district engineers’ reevaluation dated June 19, 


1956, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concluded that a proper 
evaluation of the project should be as folows: 


Evaluation 
First costs using July 1954 prices would amount to_..-..-.--_--_--. 34, 065, 000 
Samual Charges. Would Amount, $n ..- eiciniiscanidccimeemmnndcidnsncans 1, 627, 000 
Expenditures thus far amounted to.....-.-.-....--...--..---.-..- 12, 561, 000 
DERMAL CHAPCOS BTROURLOE: UO porcerctrnii mrsnetercrcn crim wekin eam perenminin qemncinvien 609, 000 
Balance required to complete would amount to__......._...-.._.... 21, 504, 000 
IE EGLO TOVUVIIIIE CUEIIIING Toi. gece inter nmnentdtnesepee cktemiintenesincicnentainusen 1, 018, 000 
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Average annual commerce would amount to: 2,060,000 tons. 
Average annual transportation savings would amount to $1,050,000. 
Benefit-cost ratios: 


Project as a whole $1, 050, 000 =0. 65 
$1, 627, 000 
$1, 050, 000 


$1, 018, 000 2 98 


Writing off previous expenditures__.______.-_.._.____-____-. 
Estimated savings only $32,000 over costs of completion. 


2. RECOMMENDATIONS TO CONGRESS 


The district engineer concluded that “the true measure of justification for 
compieting the extension is represented by comparison of the annual benefits 
with the annual charges for the work remaining to complete the extension.” 
That view was concurred in by the division engineer and adopted by the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in a statement to the effect that, “the Board 
takes cognizance of special circumstances relating to the problem under investiga- 
tion” and recommended that construction of the authorized extension of naviga- 
tion above St. Anthony Falls be completed. This action was taken in disre- 
gard of a policy which had been adopted by a vote of 5 to 2 at the Board meet- 
ing held in Washington March 6, 1956, to the effect that the total cost of the 
project was to be used in evaluating its economic justification. 


8. BASIC EVALUATION ERRORS 


The reevaluation of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors contains 
the following errors: 


(a) Evaluation regulations disregarded 


The provisions of orders and regulations issued by the Chief of Engineers, 
United States Army, as a guide to be followed in the evaluation of navigation 
projects were not adhered to, because the project was not reevaluated as an ex- 
tension of navigation, but rather as a change in water-terminal locations wholly 
within a general terminal area—St. Paul and Minneapolis, Port Cargill. There 
would be no local traffic between St. Paul and Minneapolis. 


(b) Commerce improperly evaluated 


In the evaluation of probable transportation savings, cognizance was not taken 
of any actual origins or destinafions of the commerce claimed, other than St. 
Paul and Minneapolis. Many of the tonnages accepted by the Corps of Engi- 
neers were inadequately verified and contrary to the evidence. When only 
$32,000 spells the difference between estimated benefits and just the cost of com- 
pletion, every finding of benefits, no matter how small, must be scrutinized. Al- 
though $12 million has been spent on the first phase of the project, a reduction 
in estimated annual savings of $32,000 or more will prove that an additional 
expenditure of $21 million would be without economic justification. 

(1) Miscellaneous.—An estimated annual savings of $19,000 (in itself more 
than one-half of the above-described $32,000) accepted from the district engineer’s 
report by the Board without any supporting verification, was attributed to 
“miscellaneous” totaling 100,000 tons divided equally between shipments and 
receipts. (This item was called “Other” by the district engineer.) Barge trans- 
portation has proved adequately only for transportation of bulk commodities. 
The ingenuity of the proponents produced estimated tonnages and savings on 
every conceivable bulk commodity that might move to or from the Minneapolis- 
St. Paul area. To add 100,000 tons of “miscellaneous” at wholly unsupported 
savings of $0.19 per ton is totally unjustified and unrealistic. 

(2) Coal—The 260,000-ton estimate on coal by the district engineer was 
accepted and not disputed by either proponents or opponents at the January 20, 
1956, hearing. It was also accepted by the Board. Only after the Board dis- 
approved the continuation of this project did proponents boost their estimates 
nearly 4 times to 830,000 tons per year. In addition, estimated savings per ton 
were doubled. The tonnage statements of understandably optimistic coal 
dealers (some wholesale estimates being duplicated by some estimates by re- 
tailers) were accepted in full. Duplication of estimates, the effect of material 
gas consumption on coal requirements, and the overall decline of consumption 
of coal in this area should certainly discount at least one-half of proponents esti- 
mates on savings. 
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(3) Molasses.—The only testimony submitted to the Board of Engineers on 
molasses was contained in the railroads’ supplementary statement dated April 
24, 1956. This evidence was both accurate and undisputed as to estimated ton- 
nages to the harbor above St. Anthony Falls (known as the upper harbor) and 
as to possible savings; such evidence should be accepted in full by the Corps of 
Engineers. It proved that 82 percent of the feed-mill production capacity was 
located in an area where industrial molasses could be shipped cheaper, or as 
cheaply, from Port Cargill on the Minnesota River than it could from the upper 
harbor. Only 18 percent of the production capacity lies closer to the upper har- 
bor. . Of this 18 percent we proved by tariffs that the savings would average no 
more than $0.22 per ton. Therefore, on 18 percent of the estimated 100,000 tons, 
or 18,000 tons, there could be computed total savings of no more than $3,960. 
The Board’s report still erroneously used the district engineer’s comparison of 
trucking molasses from the upper harbor and trucking it from St. Paul. How- 
ever, no molasses moves from St. Paul; all barge molasses to the entire Twin 
Cities area goes to Port Cargill exclusively, which has proved its competitive ad- 
vantage because no other molasses companies have gone into business in St. 
Paul or Minneapolis. Therefore, the unit saving on molasses of $0.36 per ton 
is unrealistic because it is erroneously based on the difference between St. Paul 
and the upper harbor, when the real difference should be measured according 
to truck tariffs between the upper harbor and Port Cargill, particularly in view 
of the area of consumption of industrial molasses. If the average savings on 
molasses per ton is reduced to $0.22 per ton, and by the only available proof 
the tonnage reduced to 18,000 tons, all or nearly all of the excess of estimated 
ee over annual carrying charges would be wiped out on this commodity 
alone. 

The undisputed and uncontradictable facts gathered and presented by the rail- 
roads should be accepted. By these facts $32,040 is necessarily eliminated from 
the Board’s estimate of annual savings which are only $32,000 over the cost of 
completing the project. This alone strips the project of its economic justification. 

A new development changes the entire picture with reference to molasses. 
During most of the year 1956 the Interstate Commerce Commission permitted 
the railroads to put into effect a temporarily reduced rate on mloasses pending 
full hearing before the Commission. The rail rate which was reduced approxi- 
mately 25 percent did during 1956 divert from barge transportation and return 
to the railroads a very substantial portion of the tonnage of molasses received in 
the Minneapolis-St. Paul area. The hearings before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission began in Kansas City, Mo., within a day of the second hearing be- 
fore the Board on April 24, 1956, and the molasses hearings lasted several days 
thereafter. At the conclusion of the hearings, Interstate Commerce Commission 
examiner, Mr. Howard Hosmer, recommended that the temporary reduced rail- 
rate on molasses be made permanent. The effect of such a reduced rate on 
anticipated barge transportation of molasses is illustrated by the following ex- 
ample: The Ralston-Purina Corp., of Minneapolis, the largest consumer of 
molasses in that area, reports that since the adoption of this new reduced rail 
rate, all of its 1956 purchases of molasses have been transported by rail and 
not by barge. 

(4) Fertilizer—The Board found estimated annual savings on fertilizer to 
be $75,000. To our knowledge, little, if any, evidence was formally presented to 
the Board on fertilizer; and the Board of Engineers seems to take without re- 
appraisal and without proof the savings proposed by the district engineer in his 
report. After the hearing of April 24, 1956, we were advised by a Farm Service 
Bureau, the largest fertilizer material handling company in Minnesota, that rail 
rates on fertilizer material to points north of the Twin Cities where the factories 
are located, would make barge transportation of fertilizer material uneconom- 
ical. This information was reported to Mr. Henry N. Muller, executive assistant 
to the Board of Engineers. Therefore, the acceptance of $75,000 annual savings 
on fertilizer without any evidence that we know of, would seem highly ques- 
tionable. 

(5) Iron and steel fabricated.—No testimony was presented at any hearing to 
support a barge movement to the Twin Cities of iron and steel fabricated at an 
estimated annual savings of $19000. We know that a representative of one of 
the large steel companies in Minneapolis, which is a large user of fabricated steel, 
advised Mr. Muller during his independent investigation trip to Minneapolis 
that fabricated steel could not be economically transported by barge. As far as 
we know, that was the only information received by the Board on this commodity 
yet once again the Board without further evidence accepted at face value the 
district engineer’s estimated savings of $19,000 per year. 
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(6) Sand and gravel.—Are not ordinary articles of commerce to be recognized 
in the evaluation of navigation projects because, as a general rule, they are 
dredged from the navigation projects and then transported for very short dis- 
tances to points where they are used in construction work. Two hundred thou- 
sand tons of sand and gravel were accepted as bona fide tonnages because the 
city engineer of Minneapolis stated an estimated annual requirement for that 
volume. As the staff of the Board was later advised, the city engineer supported 
estimated savings by taking the difference between the highest bid ($2.55) the 
city had received for its 1956 supply for sand and gravel rather than the actual 
price ($1.90) the city paid for it. However, no representative of the sand and 
gravel business in Minneapolis agreed that sand and gravel would ever move 
to Minneapolis by barge. The largest dealer in sand and gravel in Minneapolis, 
Mr. Charles Klein, in a letter to the Board strongly denied the possibility of 
future movement of sand and gravel by barge to Minneapolis. The city engineer 
claimed that the sand and gravel in the Minneapolis area would be exhausted 
within 6 or 7 years (see transcript of testimony and hearing on April 24, 1956 
pp. 72-74). The railroads were unable to pursuade any Minneapolis sand and 
gravel dealer to contradict the Minneapolis city engineer. However, in a hear- 
ing before the Minnesota Railroad and Warehouse Commission on June 27, 
1956, in a proceeding entitled “In the Matter of the Petition of the Minnesota 
Lines Committee for Authority to Establish a Reduced rate on Sand and Gravel 
(from Hastings, Minn.)” known as docket A-7328, Mr. Clarence R. Anderson, 
of Anderson & Sons, leading gravel-pit operators with offices at 100 North 
Seventh Street, Minneapolis, stated under oath (transcript pp. 140, 141, and 
143) that there were adequate deposits of high-grade sand and gravel located 
within 10 miles of the center of Minneapolis to supply all requirements of that 
city for the next 25 years. In addition to this 25-year supply, the above-entitled 
proceeding before the Minnesota commission sought a reduction of a rail rate 
on sand and gravel from a tremendously large deposit of high-grade material 
located about 30 miles south of the Twin Cities near Hastings, Minn. If the 
requested $0.75 per ton rail rate is approved by the Minnesota Commission, as 
we anticipate it will be, Minneapolis is assured of an ample future supply of 
sand and gravel, economically available. This new development would eliminate 
any possibility of transporting sand and gravel shipments from St. Paul to 
Minneapolis. A final hearing on this before the Minnesota commission is sched- 
uled for April 16, 1957. 


(c) Unorthodow writeoff. 


The district engineer and the Board of Engineers admit that considering the 
project as a whole, it has not been justified and cannot be justified on a benefit- 
cost ratio basis. To accomplish an indefensible and they recommend the writing 
off of from $12,110,000 to $12,561,000 and the further expenditure of from 
$20,770,000 to $21,504,000. We understand that this procedure is contrary to 
accounting practices of the Corps of Engineers. 


4. NEW DEVELOPMENTS 


On September 11, 1956, it was announced by the Minneapolis Chamber of Com- 
merce (the newspaper announcement attached) that a new industrial area 
was planned on the Minnesota River for the stimulating industrial development 
in the greater Minneapolis trade area. Options to some 1,800 acres of land have 
been ucquired along the Minnesota River because there are no suitable tracts 
of land available in Minneapolis for industrial development. This acreage will 
be served by railroads, highways, and barges on the Minnesota River which is 
to be further improved for navigation purposes. The above announcement was 
made 3 months after the approval by the Board of the St. Anthony Falls project. 

Undoubtedly, this industrial area and its ultimate development will further 
very adversely impair the validity of traffic estimates used to justify the exten- 
sion of navigation above St. Anthony Falls as recommended by the Corps of 
Engineers on basis of only 1.03 benefit-cost ratio made prior to the announcement 
of this competitive transportation development. 

New reduced rates on molasses and on sand and gravel, discussed above, should 
also drastically alter the conclusions by the Board of Engineers concerning 
the economic justification of the St. Anthony Falls navigation project. 
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5, CONCLUSION 


Past errors in evaluation, acceptances of unproven claims, nonacceptance 
of undisputed evidence and dramatically new developments in the Minneapolis- 
St. Paul-Minnesota River area call for a further review of this project. The 
difference between the estimated transportation savings of $1,050,000 annually 
and the estimated annual charges of $1,018,000 as determined by the Board is only 
$32,000, after writing off $12 million already spent. 

A realistic reappraisal in the light of the facts should reduce estimated‘savings 
on “miscellaneous” (by $19,000), on coal ($199,200), on molasses ($32,000), on 
fertilizer (possibly by $75,000), on iron and steel fabricated (by $19,000), and 
on sand and gravel (by $52,000) or a total reduction of $396,240. This reduction 
would produce a benefit-cost ratio of 0.64 even considering only the cost of 
completion. This reduction is 10 times that which would render the continua- 
tion of the St. Anthony Falls navigation project without economic justification. 

The Office of the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, should also recon- 
sider the wisdom of returning to the policy, approved by the Board on March 6, 
1956, of making its recommendations on the only sound basis possible, i. e., con- 
sidering only the entire costs of a proposed extension to navigation. 

(Original and one copy of this memorandum handed General Itschner at con- 
ference January 3, 1957) 


STATEMENT OF Stuart W. Riper, Jr., APPEARING ON BEHALF OF 10 TRUNKLINE 
RAILROADS SERVING MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., IN OPPOSITION TO APPROPRIATION FOR 
EXTENSTON OF NAVIGATION ON THE MISSISSIPPI River, St. ANTHONY FALLS, 
MINN., CONTAINED IN PRESIDENTIAL BupGET UNDER HEADING “LocKs AND DAMs” 
AND SUBHEADING “MIssIssipp1 RIvER BETWEEN MissourI RIVER AND M™N- 
NEAPOLIS” 


To extend navigation on the Mississippi River in Minneapolis only 4.6 miles 
(at a total cost of $34 million) the proposed appropriation for 1957-58 is $792,800. 
Recent developments in Minneapolis industry and transportation justify the 
elimination of this item from the budget. 

Originally authorized in “make-work” legislation, Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1937, contrary to recommendations of the Corps of Engineers, the lower lock of the 
2 locks required to carry navigation over St. Anthony Falls was started in 1948, 
and is now 92 percent complete. The upper lock has not been started. Thus, 
construction is now at a logical point to postpone further expenditure of Federal 
funds, particularly where the entire project never was, and cannot now be, eco- 
nomically justified. 

Even the Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce in 1953 officially requested a re- 
view of the advisability of further expenditure of Federal and local funds for 
this project. Therefore, the Public Works Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives referred the project to the Corps of Engineers who conducted two 
hearings on January 19 and April 24, 1956. After the first hearing, the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors found the project not economically justified. 
After the second hearing, the Corps of Engineers estimated that the ratio of bene- 
fits to cost of completion only, would be a bare 1.03, that is, a hoped-for $1.03 
in savings in transportation costs for every $1 of Federal funds spent just to 
complete the project. 

However, since this decision of the Corps of Engineers, certain fundamental 
changes have occurred in Minneapolis area industrial development and trans- 
portation, which render completely outdated last year’s finding of barely suffi- 
cient economic justification. 

Because of the following changes, further expenditures of Federal funds, par- 
ticularly at this time, is stripped of economic justification : 

(1) Since the engineers’ decision on the upper harbor project, the Minneapolis 
Area Development Corp. (formed by the industrial development committee of the 
Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce) has purchased 2,200 acres of flat, vacant, 
flood-free land on the Minnesota River, only 15 miles from downtown Minneapolis, 
excellently suited for industrial development in the Minneapolis area. This land 
is well served by barges, railroads, trucklines, and all necessary utilities. Com- 
pare these 2,200 acres of vacant land with the scant 150 acres of vacant land in 
the congested north Minneapolis upper harbor area. Further compare the $34 
million cost of extension of navigation to the upper harbor, with the $2 to $3 
million cost of improving navigation on the Minnesota River. In Minneapolis, 
attention is now definitely focussed on the Minnesota River, no longer on: the so- 
called upper harbor. 
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(2) At the same time the Corps of Engineers was conducting its hearings, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission was investigating rail rates on molasses from 
Louisiana to Minneapolis. Subsequently, the Commission authorized a sharp 
reduction in molasses rates which has resulted in a return of most of the molasses 
shipments to the railroads. This eliminates nearly all of the $36,000 annual sav- 
ings on molasses, which was included in the corps’ estimated savings. 

(3) On May 16, 1957 (only 5 days ago), the Minnesota Railroad and Ware- 
house Commission issued its final order granting authority for a reduction of rail 
rates on sand and gravel from virtually unlimited deposits of high-grade gravel 
near Hastings, Minn., to Minneapolis. The recently authorized rate of 75 cents 
per ton is substantially less than the barge rate plus truck rates from the harbor 
to site of use. The Minneapolis city engineer’s strongest claim of benefits was 
based on savings from barge transportation of sand and gravel. The Corps of 
Engineers estimated substantial savings on this testimony. Now, because of the 
new rail rate, not 1 pound of sand and gravel will be transported by barge. 

Annual savings were estimated to exceed annual costs by only $32,000—a return 
of only three-tenths of 1 percent. Correction of this outdated estimate by any 
of the three new developments, renders the entire project without economic justi- 
fication. 

These three new and fundamental developments in the industrial and transpor- 
tation piciure in the Minneapolis area, namely, the very recent development of 
the large industrial site on the Minnesota River, the reduced rail rate on mo- 
lasses and the reduced rail rate on sand and gravel, render further expenditure 
of Federal funds at this time for a 4.6-mile extension of navigation over a falls on 
the Mississippi River without economic justification. This appropriation can 
and should be postponed. Its elimination from the budget will not materially 
harm the industrial life of the Minneapolis area which today already has river 
transportation both on the Mississippi and the Minnesota Rivers. 

I submit, to be made a part of the printed record, the following documents: 

1. Railroads statement to the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, dated 
January 16, 1956. 

2. Railroads statement to said Board, dated April 24, 1956. 

3. Memorandum to Chief, Army engineers, dated January 3, 1957. 

4. Letter to editor from Algot Johnson, president of Al Johnson Construction 
Co., in charge of constructing this project. 

5. Minneapolis Area Development Corp.’s brochure on Valley Industrial Park 
on the Minnesota River. 

6. Prospectus on Minneapolis Area Development Corp.’s issue of common stock. 

7. Certified copy of Minnesota Railroad and Warehouse Commission order on 
sand and gravel rates, dated May 16, 1957. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Stuart W. Reg, Jr., 
Appearing on Behalf of the 
Ten Trunk Line Railroads Serving Minneapolis, Minn. 
Dated May 21, 1957. 
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